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to accept some amendments. We may 
want some modifications and may 
want to have some substitutes. How-
ever, I would like to avoid, if possible, 
the vote-arama. I don’t think it makes 
the Senate look very good. There are 
141⁄2 hours remaining on the resolution. 
I would like people to have a chance to 
be able to debate their amendment. 
Even so, I encourage Senators, if they 
have amendments, let us look at them 
before they send their amendments to 
the desk. We want to be able to look at 
those amendments on both sides. I en-
courage colleagues on this side, if they 
have amendments, the Senator from 
North Dakota is entitled to look at 
those amendments. But they can have 
a chance to debate those amendments, 
have some debate time throughout the 
day. I expect we will have a lot of votes 
today and a lot of votes tomorrow. Col-
leagues should be aware. Also, they 
should be prepared, if necessary, to 
stay on Saturday for a lot of votes. I 
hope and expect we could conclude ei-
ther very late tonight or sometime to-
morrow but, if necessary, on Saturday.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to 
the majority leader, I think it is inap-
propriate to proceed with business as 
usual when a war has begun. That 
sends the wrong message to the coun-
try. It is not what the Senate should be 
doing. 

I am the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee and I would very 
much, just as the chairman, like to 
complete work on the budget resolu-
tion quickly. But I have to say that I 
don’t think that is the priority at this 
moment. At this moment, I think the 
Senate ought to be talking about 
events that are unfolding half the 
world away that have our young men 
and women at risk and that have us en-
gaged in a military conflict that is 
enormously consequential to the fight 
of this Nation. 

I understand the resolution is not yet 
ready. So I think for some time this 
morning we could be on the schedule 
we agreed to last night. But I think 
after that time, to just proceed with 
debating the budget and talking about 
pay-go and talking about this amend-
ment and that amendment is going to 
look awfully strange to the American 
people when our troops are engaged in 
battle. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we do 
have a challenge but we have a chal-
lenge to pay appropriate respect for 
our troops and that is the purpose of 
having a resolution, which is a joint 
resolution, for which I pray and hope 
we have 100-percent support. 

During debate on that resolution, I 
want to give everyone the opportunity 
to express that support, although I will 
also say whatever happens over the 
next several days, and it is likely to go 
on through next week, there will be 
ample opportunity, I believe—and I 
will make ample opportunity over the 
ensuing weeks—for people to express 
support.

We have a challenge now that we will 
finish the budget resolution this week. 
So we have the budget resolution and 
we will have this resolution of support 
and we will be able to do both. I think 
the budget is very important—how all 
taxpayer dollars are spent for military, 
for defense, for homeland security, for 
education, for health care. That is our 
responsibility. We have people listen-
ing right now, people are at work, 
working in convenience stores, they 
are working in banks, they are showing 
up for work, and there are reporters 
outside. The Nation’s business must 
keep going. 

Our responsibility as Senators is to 
develop a budget that gives some prior-
ities. We have done a good job to date. 
To walk away from that responsibility 
at this point is simply irresponsible. 
That is why, as majority leader, I say 
we are going to stay here and we are 
going to do the Nation’s business. That 
is our responsibility and you will see 
that fulfilled. We do have the challenge 
of being able to do both. 

I look forward to working with the 
minority leader and the managers of 
this particular bill to be able to accom-
plish that. I am confident we will be 
able to do that. We have been working 
on the resolution in support of our 
troops for several days with the minor-
ity leader’s staff. We have made real 
progress. It expresses strong support, I 
believe, and the sense of this body. We 
will look forward, hopefully this after-
noon, to bringing that to the floor and 
being able to give that opportunity for 
people to speak. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE U.S. GOVERNMENT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2004 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. Con. Res. 23, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 23) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for fiscal year 2004 and 
including the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal year 2003 and for fiscal years 2005 
through 2013.

Pending:
Kyl modified amendment No. 288, to pro-

vide financial security to family farm and 
small business owners by ending the unfair 
practice of taxing someone at death. 

Dorgan amendment No. 294, to provide a 
meaningful prescription drug benefit in 
Medicare that is available to all bene-
ficiaries. 

Rockefeller amendment No. 275, to express 
the sense of the Senate concerning State fis-
cal relief.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 
like the attention of the majority lead-

er, if I could, before he leaves the floor, 
to say to him nobody is suggesting we 
walk away from our responsibility to 
do the budget. But the fact is, that 
does not have to be done today or to-
morrow. We have plenty of time before 
the budget deadline is reached. That is 
not until the middle of April. 

When we talk about responsibility 
here, we have no higher responsibility 
than the defense of this Nation. I tell 
you, the thing that is on the minds of 
my constituents, the thing that is on 
the minds of virtually every American, 
is not the budget resolution. The thing 
that is on the minds of the American 
people today is the fact that we have a 
quarter of a million troops engaged in 
a battle that is incredibly consequen-
tial to this Nation. I wish to register 
my strong disagreement with business 
as usual in the Senate when we are at 
war. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, let me re-
spond and say there is a difference, I 
believe, in that I believe we express 
strong support for our troops, for our 
Commander in Chief especially; that 
we can do that and at the same time 
carry on our responsibility. It is a dif-
ference in approach. I guess that is why 
the last Congress, under other leader-
ship, failed to pass a budget. Look 
where it got us—where the first 40 days 
of this particular Congress, we had to 
clean up a process which was left be-
cause of that same prioritization, that 
a budget is not important. We believe 
that a budget is important, that it 
prioritizes the needs of defense, of 
health care, of education. Thus, under 
this leadership, we are going to proceed 
with the budget. We are going to pass 
that budget resolution. We are not 
going to delay. Now I am beginning to 
sense a little bit that we want to delay 
the budget, put it off a week, a month, 
a year, or maybe into the next Con-
gress. It is simply not going to happen. 
We are going to proceed. We have 141⁄2 
hours on this budget. We are not going 
to pay respect to the fact that some 
people say the budget is just not im-
portant now. We believe that budget is 
important.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, there is 
no suggestion from this Senator that 
the budget is not important. I believe 
it is critically important. Harking 
back to last year has no relevance to 
this moment. We are at war, and to 
spend time in the Senate today on 
something other than that strikes me 
as wholly inappropriate. 

We are not talking about not getting 
to the budget. Nobody wants a budget 
resolution, I think, any more than this 
Senator. I have spent my entire career 
in the Senate on the Budget Com-
mittee. I want a budget resolution. We 
are at war and here we are talking 
about pay-go. 

Virtually every American is rivetted 
on what is happening to this Nation on 
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the brink of conflict. In fact, we are be-
yond the brink. It started last night. 
Our President addressed the Nation at 
10:15 last night. 

I hope there is a reconsideration be-
cause this Senator is going to be ex-
traordinarily disappointed in this 
Chamber if we are conducting business 
as usual while this Nation is going to 
war. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield time to Senator 
REID. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my concern 
is this: First, understand, I was the 
first Democrat to break ranks with the 
majority at that time to support the 
first President Bush. I voted this time 
to support President Bush. I have said 
good things about the President. I have 
done my very best to work this budget 
resolution through. 

But I would say to my friend and 
anyone who is listening—the majority 
leader has left—it appears to me—and I 
want the Senator from North Dakota 
to listen to this—it appears to me that 
maybe there is a rush to go through 
the budget because maybe people are 
going to start asking questions about 
how much this war is costing. There is 
not a single penny in this budget that 
deals with the war, not a penny. Do 
you think that might be one reason for 
rushing through this budget? Don’t you 
think we should know the cost of the 
war? 

I will bet right now they have pre-
pared, at the White House, a supple-
mental emergency appropriations bill 
for tens of billions of dollars. I have 
heard it is $100 billion. Yet we are 
marching through with the tax cuts to 
satisfy the wealthy of this country. 
That is what this budget thing is all 
about. That is why we are going to 
work Fridays and Saturdays. I am 
happy to work Friday and Saturday. I 
will put my credentials up against any-
one as far as moving legislation, in-
cluding this budget bill. But I ask a 
question to the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee: Is there one dollar 
in this budget that reflects the cost of 
the war that is going on as we speak? 

Before I came here, I watched on tel-
evision an aircraft carrier. Planes were 
being catapulted off it, then dropping 
bombs. Do we know how much that 
costs? Do we know how much the re-
construction of Iraq is going to cost? Is 
there a penny in this budget that re-
flects that? 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator asked the 
question. There is no money. As the 
Senator knows, there is no money in 
this budget for the conflict. There is no 
money in this budget for the occupa-
tion. There is no money in this budget 
for the reconstruction. There is no 
money in this budget for humanitarian 
assistance. 

But I think there is a larger ques-
tion. That is, our troops are now en-
gaged. For us to conduct business as 

usual here just strikes me as totally 
and wholly inappropriate. 

I am the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee. I have been there 
my entire time in the Senate. I am in 
my 17th year. For us not to be dis-
cussing our Nation at war has the pri-
orities all wrong. Yes, the budget is im-
portant. Yes, we ought to do a budget 
resolution. But we have lots of time to 
accomplish that. We can do that next 
week. We completed most of the debate 
on the budget already, but, unfortu-
nately, a big chunk is missing. 

If we want to talk about supporting 
the troops in the field, we ought to do 
it tangibly by putting dollars in the 
budget. There aren’t any. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield. 
Mr. REID. Is the Senator telling me 

and anyone within the sound of my 
voice that in this huge budget that is 
now before the Senate, that has tax 
cuts over $1 trillion over the next 10 
years, for the war in Iraq that is now 
going on there is not a penny of money 
for the war in this budget? 

Mr. CONRAD. There is not a penny. 
We have been told the reason there is 
not a penny is that when the budget 
was done, operations had not com-
menced. Well, operations have com-
menced. The President spoke to the 
Nation last night and made clear that 
we are at war. 

I hope cooler heads are going to pre-
vail. We need to think very carefully 
about what we do as an institution 
when we have a quarter of a million 
Americans’ lives on the line.

What should be the discussion in this 
Chamber? Should it be the pay-go pro-
visions of the budget? Should it be the 
reconciliation instructions in the budg-
et resolution? Or should it be the ques-
tion of war and peace? Should it be the 
question of supporting our troops in 
the field? Should it be a question of 
sending a clear message that our coun-
try is united behind our forces, no mat-
ter what our positions were on the wis-
dom of engaging in this conflict? That 
ought to be the priority we discuss. 

I must say I think this is an extraor-
dinary moment, that the suggestion is 
we just have business as usual in the 
Senate. I find it totally and wholly in-
appropriate. 

Mr. REID. Could I ask the ranking 
member of the committee another 
question? The Senator has stated on at 
least two occasions this morning that 
there is not 5 cents in this budget to 
support the troops for the war that is 
going on in Iraq. Now we have heard 
statements for months about we are 
there to free the Iraqi people, and that 
we are going to supply food and medi-
cine and everything else necessary to 
take care of the reconstruction of the 
country of Iraq. The Senator has heard 
those questions, has he not? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. REID. Would it not seem to the 

Senator, as it does to me, that in prep-
aration for reconstructing Iraq there 

must be some budget numbers floating 
around down at the White House some-
place? Would you think that is a fair 
statement? 

Mr. CONRAD. We know there are. We 
know there are estimates of $65 to $95 
billion. 

Mr. REID. Is there one penny in this 
budget dealing with the reconstruction 
of Iraq? 

Mr. CONRAD. No, there is nothing 
for reconstruction. There is nothing for 
the conflict. There is nothing for any 
part of it. 

Let me say this for the Senator, if I 
could. We have been told a budget re-
quest will come next week for that. 
That is fine. It just seems to me it 
ought to be part of the budget. It is an 
odd circumstance to do a budget but 
leave a big part of the expenditures out 
of that budget. But what strikes me 
even more dramatically, much more 
dramatically than that, is we are not 
discussing our troops in the field. We 
are not discussing the fact we have 
gone to war. 

Now, goodness, the budget is impor-
tant, but it is not the thing that is on 
the minds of the American people this 
morning. What is on the minds of the 
American people this morning is this 
Chamber sending a signal of support 
for our forces. They have been ordered 
to go into harm’s way. We have an obli-
gation to send a signal that we back 
them. Whatever our position is on the 
wisdom of this course, that is not the 
point at the moment. The point at the 
moment ought to be we support our 
forces in the field. That ought to be the 
discussion that is going on in this 
Chamber, not a discussion of pay-go or 
reconciliation. That is not to say we 
don’t go to the budget quickly and in a 
timely way. Absolutely. But good-
ness—

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield. 
Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from Nevada 

has the largest military airplane fight-
er training facility for the Air Force in 
the world, Nellis Air Force Base, with 
10,000 people stationed there. I have 
been there. I have talked to the com-
manding general of this large force. 
Hundreds and hundreds of people have 
left Nellis for the Middle East. People 
have trained there. They have families 
in Nevada. Their kids go to school in 
Nevada. Fallon, 400 miles away, is a 
very large naval air training center, 
Fallon Naval Air Station. And there it 
is the same thing—Top Gun is there. 
Hundreds and hundreds of people from 
Fallon are now in the Middle East. 
That aircraft carrier I watched before I 
came in here—I can almost guarantee 
you those people taking off in those 
airplanes were trained at Fallon. They 
also have children going to school in 
Churchill County. They also have wives 
and husbands who are there waiting for 
their return. 

In addition to that, we have a very 
large ammunition depot at Hawthorne 
and it has gotten real busy because 
they are bringing ammunition out of 
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there, hauling it to the Middle East. In 
addition to that, we have large Guard 
and Reserve components. We have over 
1,000 Guard and Reserve people who 
have been called up and are gone. Their 
families are gone. Some of them don’t 
know how they are going to make the 
rental payments, their house pay-
ments. What I hear from the Senator 
from North Dakota is that maybe the 
Senator from Nevada sometime during 
the day should give a speech talking 
about the people in Nevada who have 
sacrificed to protect my freedom, my 
family’s freedom. Is that what the Sen-
ator is saying? 

Mr. CONRAD. I think if we would 
look back in the history of this Cham-
ber, when America goes to war, the 
Senate turns its attention to that fact, 
that confrontation, and sends a signal
of our support for the troops in the 
field. That is just the most basic, I 
would say, of values, that that is what 
we should be talking about. That is 
what we should be discussing, and the 
budget we can talk about later. We can 
talk about it tomorrow or the next 
day. But today we ought to be talking 
about what is going on, what is on the 
minds of the American people. 

I urge my colleagues—I know the 
leader indicated we would go to a reso-
lution at some point today. That is 
fine. I would just hope we would go to 
morning business so people could have 
a chance to discuss their feelings about 
our troops in the field. 

The Senator has indicated he has 
large bases in his State. I have large 
bases in mine. Minot Air Force Base, 
home to our B–52s, one of just two B–52 
bases in the country, Grand Forks Air 
Force Base, one of the three core tank-
er bases for the United States, those 
are the places that are providing the 
air bridge to Iraq half a world away. 
We have thousands of troops engaged 
from North Dakota. We have large 
components of our National Guard 
which have been called up as well. 

I tell you, I just don’t feel com-
fortable, honestly, talking about the 
budget on this day at this moment. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from New 
York is here. He has an amendment 
that is relevant to the question, the 
matter of homeland security. I will 
yield—how much time does the Senator 
seek? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I would say 30 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 30 minutes to 
the Senator from New York. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New York is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 299 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, before 

I begin, I ask unanimous consent that 
the pending amendments be set aside 
and I send an amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHU-

MER], for himself and others, proposes an 
amendment numbered 299.

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the amendment be considered as 
read. 

Mr. NICKLES. I object. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there objection? 
Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. NICKLES. I object. 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend, he has 

been told not to offer the amendment. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I could not hear the 

Senator. 
Mr. REID. There was no one from the 

majority on the floor when the Senator 
offered his amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. For the information of 
my colleague from New York, we would 
be happy to have——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the 

information of our colleague, it takes 
unanimous consent. We have amend-
ments that are pending, so we have to 
set those amendments aside. We wish 
to review amendments before we do 
that. I am happy to have my colleague 
from New York begin discussing his 
amendment. We will review the amend-
ment at some point. I am sure we will 
be happy to have the amendment sent 
to the desk—just not yet. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Then I would imag-
ine that we just—the chairman of the 
Budget Committee was off the floor. 
We had gotten unanimous consent to 
put this amendment forward. I take it 
we should just speak on the amend-
ment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I do 
not believe the amendment should be 
pending. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment has been laid 
down. 

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent the amendment be withdrawn. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. I say to my colleague 
from New York again, just to make 
sure we understand, we are trying to 
respect each other as far as manage-
ment of the bill. I will be happy to 
work with the Senator on the amend-
ment. I thank my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The Senator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. 
This amendment is relevant, of course, 
to our new circumstances since last 
night, but I would just want to address 
my colleagues in the Senate on the cir-
cumstances of last night for a few min-
utes before getting to the amendment, 
because the President spoke to the 

American people. He said hostilities 
are commenced. 

I would just leave three thoughts as 
we begin on the era of this war. First is 
a prayer. 

First, Mr. President, as I listened to 
the chaplain from St. Joseph’s give the 
prayer and we said the pledge, I think 
every one of us who was here felt a re-
newed depth and meaning to both the 
prayer and the pledge, given the times 
we are in.

I would like to just add my prayer. 
My prayer is a simple one: It is that 
our military action is swift and deci-
sive, with a minimum of casualties, 
both military and civilian. And my 
prayer, of course, goes to the soldiers, 
first and foremost, who are now in the 
Iraqi theater. They are continuing a 
grand American tradition, a tradition 
where civilians have laid down their 
jobs and then defended this country 
when the Commander in Chief thought 
they should. 

I have been to several of the debarka-
tion ceremonies at Fort Drum and 
Canandaigua, on Long Island, as sol-
diers have boarded planes to go over to 
the Middle East. Because so many of 
our soldiers are now reservists and 
Army National Guard, they are a little 
older. They are every bit as trained and 
seasoned as the enlisted men and 
women, and I know our generals have 
complete confidence in them, as I do. 

But you see them with their fami-
lies—not only with their parents, 
whom we have always seen with our 
soldiers, but in much greater frequency 
with their husbands and wives and 
their children. And we know the but-
terflies that are in all the stomachs as 
they prepare to leave. I look in their 
faces as they leave, and I am humbled 
and proud of them. My prayers are 
with them. We all pray for them. 

Again, we pray that the military ac-
tion is swift and decisive and there be 
very few casualties, both military and 
civilian. The military, of course, I have 
spoken of. But I pray there are few ci-
vilian casualties. The war we are wag-
ing is not a war against the Iraqi peo-
ple. It is a war aimed at the leadership 
of Iraq. The average Iraqi citizens—a 
husband or a wife, a mother or a fa-
ther, a child, a son or a daughter—have 
the same loves and cares and worries in 
many ways that all the rest of the citi-
zens of the world have. We pray that 
the number of casualties among the ci-
vilians is small. 

So that is the prayer of which the 
guest Chaplain from St. Peter’s re-
minded me. 

Then we said the pledge to the flag. 
Our flag is a flag of unity. Now is the 
time for unity, for all of us to back our 
soldiers. There have been many dif-
ferent views held, with great passion, 
on what we should do in Iraq; there is 
no question about that. Every one of us 
here, on both sides of the aisle, might 
have scripted things differently. I, for 
one, have said I hoped we could get 
more international support. But if 
every one of us just said, ‘‘Only our 
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plan, or nothing,’’ we would be para-
lyzed. I believe Saddam Hussein has to 
be disarmed and removed from power. 
That is why I supported the President 
in his resolution. Now I believe is a 
time for unity. Now is a time for us to 
be backing up our troops. Now is a 
time that the President becomes Com-
mander in Chief and that unity is 
called for. 

I just add one caveat: Freedom is 
what we are fighting for. Not everyone 
will feel the call for unity that I think 
is incumbent upon all of us in this body 
as leaders of this country, and some 
will continue to dissent. I hope we re-
spect that dissent. In my State, there 
are many people whose views are heart-
felt. They are different from mine. 
They are different from yours. They 
are probably different from the views 
of most of us in this Chamber. And the 
right to dissent is what we are fighting 
for. It is part of this tradition. I hope 
we are mindful of that, as well. 

Then one other thought. As I said, I 
pray that the military action is swift 
and decisive and that our victory 
comes quickly. Let us hope we can sow 
a wise peace in Iraq as well. Let us 
hope there can be a democratic Iraq de-
spite the fact there are so many ethnic 
divisions. Let us hope we can bring de-
mocracy to the Middle East, a place 
starved for freedom, a place starved for 
individual choice, a place starved for 
prosperity. 

Let us hope the people of the Middle 
East, the Iraqi people, like everyone 
else, want to bring stability and a good 
life to them and their families. The 
beauty of a democracy is that you can 
strive to help your family and help 
yourself and at the same time you help 
the whole country. Unfortunately, the 
peoples of the Middle East—many of 
them—have not been fed a diet of food, 
clothing, and shelter but have been fed 
a diet of propaganda and hatred, which 
dictators often use to feed their people 
when they cannot provide a system of 
freedom, democratically and economi-
cally, that provides food. Let’s hope 
that can change as well. 

So, Mr. President, we are in a new 
era. I realized this in my city from the 
time 9/11 happened. I put this flag on, 
on 9/12, in memory of all those who 
were then missing and the thousands 
who proved to be lost, gone. I met their 
families. I just met with some yester-
day. I know the holes in their hearts, 
the sadness, frustration, and anger 
they feel. But we cannot forget them. 
We cannot forget what happened. 

I will wear this flag, God willing, this 
very one, every day for the rest of my 
life to think of them, to remind me 
that whatever our views here are, we 
have to do something to stop the 
scourge of terrorism, which will grow 
and grow and grow if we do nothing. 

Now, on to the amendment I would 
like to discuss, I realize it is not pend-
ing before us, but it is a relevant 
amendment. I, like my colleague from 
North Dakota, like my colleague from 
Nevada, hope we will have a full discus-

sion about supporting our troops and 
the impending war. I have had an op-
portunity to express some of my views. 
I have limited them because I know the 
leadership wants to move forward, at 
least at this point, with this amend-
ment. But this amendment at least has 
some relevance. 

The amendment is one that deals 
with homeland security. It is an 
amendment that deals, in my judgment 
at least, with an unfulfilled need in the 
budget, the need to protect our home-
land. 

The whole world has changed since 9/
11. We know that. We all have different 
views, again, as to how we ought to 
adapt to that change, but we cannot 
just ignore it. I think that is clear. His-
tory teaches us that. 

One of the things we have to learn 
and adjust to do is protect our home-
land. You cannot win the war on ter-
ror, in my opinion, with just an of-
fense; you need a defense. Like any 
good sports team, like, say, the Syra-
cuse Orangemen, who are playing in 
the NCAA, you need a good offense and 
a good defense. 

There has been a great deal of focus 
on the offense. I do not think there has 
been enough focus on the defense be-
cause terrorists, unfortunately, are 
going to be with us for a while. The 
new technology that has blessed our 
lives and changed our country, that has 
created a lot of the prosperity we have 
seen in the last few decades, has an evil 
underside, and that is that small 
groups of bad people can use that tech-
nology to do huge damage in our home-
land, damage we never imagined could 
be done until 2 years ago. That fact is 
going to be with us not just for 2 or 3 
years, it is going to be with us for dec-
ades. And even if, God willing, we were 
to get rid of al-Qaida, and get rid of 
Saddam and his cronies who lead Iraq 
right now, there will be new terrorists 
who will come up. 

We have to protect our homeland. 
The odds are we will not be able to 
catch up to every new terrorist group 
that starts. The sad fact is, you can be 
in a cave anywhere in this world and if 
you have a wireless connection to the 
Internet, you can learn a whole lot 
about America. Then even a small 
group united together can do real dam-
age here. So we have to look at every 
one of our weak pressure points and 
tighten them up. 

You can’t just be content to fight a 
war overseas. To preserve and to pro-
tect our country, we must protect it at 
home. We have to try to think ahead of 
the terrorists. We have to try to think 
where they will hit us so that we can 
prevent that from happening. The list 
is a long one. There are probably places 
that no one has even thought of that 
we are weak in and where we need pro-
tection. But we have to do it. 

I make one other point. We can’t 
delay. It is a huge undertaking. That is 
true. The terrorists will look to our 
weaknesses. That is true. If we 
strengthen air security, they will look 

to rail. If we strengthen rail security, 
they will look to ports. If we deal with 
bioterrorism, they will look at cyber-
terrorism. Because of the information 
revolution, they have access to every-
thing about America. It is all on the 
Internet. We will not stop the Internet. 
So we have to tighten up, and tight-
ening up costs money. 

This budget does not acknowledge 
that reality. That is the fundamental 
problem. I am honored and privileged 
to introduce this amendment with my 
colleague from New York, as well as 
the help of the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee, Senator CONRAD, 
our minority leader Senator DASCHLE, 
Senator LIEBERMAN, and Senator BYRD. 
A large number of our Democratic cau-
cus participated in crafting it. 

This budget resolution is the first 
step, but we are going to continue to 
fight on the supplemental appropria-
tion that comes up and throughout the 
year because we believe homeland se-
curity is an imperative for America. 
We believe we have to do something 
about it, and we can’t wait. The hor-
rible feeling that so many of us had on 
September 12, mostly for the loss and 
the danger and damage, but also it al-
ready came into our minds, what if we 
had done this, what if we had done 
that? As we learned more, there were 
lots more what ifs that were asked. We 
don’t want a second terrorist incident 
to occur and we are saying ‘‘what if’’ 
again. This amendment is intended to 
make the likelihood of those what ifs 
much lower. It is an attempt to dimin-
ish it. 

Let me explain what the amendment 
does. It provides an additional $88 bil-
lion for fiscal years 2003 to 2013 for 
homeland security over and above the 
current proposed 2004 budget, including 
$5 billion in the immediate 2003 funding 
for first responders, port, border, and 
transportation security. That is a lim-
ited amount of money, but remember 
we only have half a year left. We don’t 
want to waste money. We want it spent 
wisely. We thought this was about the 
maximum amount in this fiscal year, 
where everything is just getting start-
ed up in homeland security, that people 
could use. 

For 2004, the proposed budget would 
spend about $380 billion on defense—I 
support that, I support our troops—but 
we are only spending $37.7 billion on 
homeland security. We can do better 
than that. We should do better. I hope 
this amendment will be a bipartisan 
one in that regard. It is fully offset, 
and it provides a little deficit reduc-
tion as well. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I am happy to yield 
to my colleague for the purpose of a 
question.

Mr. NICKLES. How much of an in-
crease did you have in 2004? I heard $88 
billion over the life of the bill. 

Mr. SCHUMER. In 2003, it is $5 bil-
lion. In 2004, it is approximately 6.5. 
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Mr. NICKLES. I have no objection to 

my colleague sending the amendment 
to the desk. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be sent to the desk. 

Mr. NICKLES. To further clarify for 
all of our colleagues, we wish to review 
amendments. That was the problem. I 
appreciate the cooperation of my col-
league. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my friend 
from Oklahoma. I know that is what he 
wanted to do. We had brought it to the 
desk, and I had asked unanimous con-
sent because I thought they had seen it 
and approved it. I appreciate that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHU-
MER], for himself, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes 
an amendment numbered 299.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide immediate assistance 

to meet pressing homeland security needs 
by providing funding in 2003 for first re-
sponders, port security, bioterrorism pre-
paredness and prevention, border security 
and transit security, the FBI; to restore 
the elimination of funding of the COPS 
program, firefighter equipment grants, 
Byrne Grants and Local Law enforcement 
grants; to provide a sustained commitment 
of resources for homeland security needs 
without reducing funding to other key do-
mestic law enforcement and public safety 
priorities; and to reduce the deficit) 
On page 3 line 9, increase the amount by 

$3,643,000,000. 
On page 3 line 10, increase the amount by 

$8,681,000,000. 
On page 3 line 11, increase the amount by 

$13,500,000,000. 
On page 3 line 12, increase the amount by 

$14,996,000,000. 
On page 3 line 13, increase the amount by 

$15,892,000,000. 
On page 3 line 14, increase the amount by 

$16,602,000,000. 
On page 3 line 15, increase the amount by 

$16,769,000,000. 
On page 3 line 16, increase the amount by 

$16,853,000,000. 
On page 3 line 17, increase the amount by 

$16,993,000,000. 
On page 3 line 18, increase the amount by 

$17,268,000,000. 
On page 3 line 19, increase the amount by 

$17,314,000,000. 
On page 3 line 23, increase the amount by 

$3,643,000,000. 
On page 4 line 1, increase the amount by 

$8,681,000,000. 
On page 4 line 2, increase the amount by 

$13,500,000,000. 
On page 4 line 3, increase the amount by 

$14,996,000,000. 
On page 4 line 4, increase the amount by 

$15,892,000,000. 
On page 4 line 5, increase the amount by 

$16,602,000,000. 
On page 4 line 6, increase the amount by 

$16,769,000,000. 
On page 4 line 7, increase the amount by 

$16,853,000,000. 
On page 4 line 8, increase the amount by 

$16,993,000,000. 
On page 4 line 9, increase the amount by 

$17,268,000,000. 

On page 4 line 10, increase the amount by 
$17,314,000,000. 

On page 4 line 14, increase the amount by 
$4,987,000,000. 

On page 4 line 15, increase the amount by 
$6,395,000,000. 

On page 4 line 16, increase the amount by 
$8,189,000,000. 

On page 4 line 17, increase the amount by 
$7,316,000,000. 

On page 4 line 18, increase the amount by 
$7,902,000,000. 

On page 4 line 19, increase the amount by 
$6,425,000,000. 

On page 4 line 20, increase the amount by 
$5,927,000,000.

On page 4 line 21, increase the amount by 
$5,498,000,000. 

On page 4 line 22, increase the amount by 
$5,090,000,000. 

On page 4 line 23, increase the amount by 
$4,344,000,000. 

On page 4 line 24, increase the amount by 
$3,480,000,000. 

On page 5 line 4, increase the amount by 
$1,809,000,000. 

On page 5 line 5, increase the amount by 
$4,210,000,000. 

On page 5 line 6, increase the amount by 
$6,298,000,000. 

On page 5 line 7 increase the amount by 
$6,610,000,000. 

On page 5 line 8, increase the amount by 
$6,577,000,000. 

On page 5 line 9, increase the amount by 
$6,410,000,000. 

On page 5 line 10, increase the amount by 
$5,932,000,000. 

On page 5 line 11, increase the amount by 
$5,382,000,000. 

On page 5 line 12, increase the amount by 
$4,827,000,000. 

On page 5 line 13, increase the amount by 
$4,302,000,000. 

On page 5 line 14, increase the amount by 
$3,618,000,000. 

On page 5 line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,834,000,000. 

On page 5 line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,471,000,000. 

On page 5 line 19, increase the amount by 
$7,202,000,000. 

On page 5 line 20, increase the amount by 
$8,386,000,000. 

On page 5 line 21, increase the amount by 
$9,315,000,000. 

On page 5 line 22, increase the amount by 
$10,192,000,000. 

On page 5 line 23, increase the amount by 
$10,837,000,000. 

On page 5 line 24, increase the amount by 
$11,471,000,000. 

On page 5 line 25, increase the amount by 
$12,166,000,000. 

On page 6 line 1, increase the amount by 
$12,966,000,000. 

On page 6 line 2, increase the amount by 
$13,696,000,000. 

On page 6 line 5, decrease the amount by 
$1,834,000,000. 

On page 6 line 6, decrease the amount by 
$6,306,000,000. 

On page 6 line 7, decrease the amount by 
$13,508,000,000. 

On page 6 line 8, decrease the amount by 
$21,894,000,000. 

On page 6 line 8, decrease the amount by 
$31,209,000,000. 

On page 6 line 10, decrease the amount by 
$41,401,000,000. 

On page 6 line 11, decrease the amount by 
$52,238,000,000. 

On page 6 line 12, decrease the amount by 
$63,708,000,000. 

On page 6 line 13, decrease the amount by 
$75,874,000,000. 

On page 6 line 14, decrease the amount by 
$88,840,000,000. 

On page 6 line 15, decrease the amount by 
$102,536,000,000. 

On page 6 line 18, decrease the amount by 
$1,834,000,000. 

On page 6 line 19, decrease the amount by 
$6,306,000,000. 

On page 6 line 20, decrease the amount by 
$13,508,000,000. 

On page 6 line 21, decrease the amount by 
$21,894,000,000. 

On page 6 line 22, decrease the amount by 
$31,209,000,000. 

On page 6 line 23, decrease the amount by 
$41,401,000,000. 

On page 6 line 24, decrease the amount by 
$52,238,000,000.

On page 6 line 25, decrease the amount by 
$63,708,000,000. 

On page 7 line 1, decrease the amount by 
$75,874,000,000. 

On page 7 line 2, decrease the amount by 
$88,840,000,000. 

On page 7 line 3, decrease the amount by 
$102,536,000,000. 

On page 21 line 19, increase the amount by 
$550,000,000. 

On page 21 line 20, increase the amount by 
$139,000,000. 

On page 21 line 23, increase the amount by 
$1,125,000,000. 

On page 21 line 24, increase the amount by 
$631,000,000. 

On page 22 line 2, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,182,000,000. 

On page 22 line 6, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 7, increase the amount by 
$1,426,000,000. 

On page 22 line 10, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 11, increase the amount by 
$1,529,000,000. 

On page 22 line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 15, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 18, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 19, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 22, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 22 line 23, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 23 line 2, increase the amount by 
$1,600,000,000. 

On page 23 line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,579,000,000. 

On page 23 line 6, increase the amount by 
$1,650,000,000. 

On page 23 line 7, increase the amount by 
$1,662,000,000. 

On page 23 line 10, increase the amount by 
$1,575,000,000. 

On page 23 line 11, increase the amount by 
$1,624,000,000. 

On page 23 line 15, increase the amount by 
$3,500,000,000. 

On page 23 line 16, increase the amount by 
$1,225,000,000. 

On page 23 line 19, increase the amount by 
$3,262,000,000. 

On page 23 line 20, increase the amount by 
$2,841,000,000. 

On page 23 line 23, increase the amount by 
$4,712,000,000. 

On page 23 line 24, increase the amount by 
$3,790,000,000. 

On page 24 line 2, increase the amount by 
$4,251,000,000. 

On page 24 line 3, increase the amount by 
$3,922,000,000. 

On page 24 line 6, increase the amount by 
$4,490,000,000. 

On page 24 line 7, increase the amount by 
$4,017,000,000. 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 01:27 Mar 21, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G20MR6.014 S20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4049March 20, 2003
On page 24 line 10, increase the amount by 

$4,330,000,000. 
On page 24 line 11, increase the amount by 

$4,347,000,000. 
On page 24 line 14, increase the amount by 

$4,372,000,000. 
On page 24 line 15, increase the amount by 

$4,411,000,000. 
On page 24 line 18, increase the amount by 

$4,515,000,000. 
On page 24 line 19, increase the amount by 

$4,435,000,000. 
On page 24 line 22, increase the amount by 

$4,659,000,000. 
On page 24 line 23, increase the amount by 

$4,457,000,000. 
On page 25 line 2, increase the amount by 

$4,503,000,000. 
On page 25 line 3, increase the amount by 

$4,530,000,000. 
On page 25 line 6, increase the amount by 

$4,548,000,000. 
On page 25 line 7, increase the amount by 

$4,578,000,000. 
On page 27 line 7, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 27 line 8, increase the amount by 

$110,000,000. 
On page 27 line 11, increase the amount by 

$800,000,000. 
On page 27 line 12, increase the amount by 

$366,000,000. 
On page 27 line 15, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 27 line 16, increase the amount by 

$589,000,000. 
On page 27 line 19, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 27 line 20, increase the amount by 

$605,000,000. 
On page 27 line 23, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 27 line 24, increase the amount by 

$515,000,000. 
On page 28 line 2, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 3, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 6, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 7, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 10, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 11, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 14, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 15, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 18, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 19, increase the amount by 

$500,000,000. 
On page 28 line 22, increase the amount by 

$400,000,000. 
On page 28 line 23, increase the amount by 

$478,000,000. 
On page 36 line 11, increase the amount by 

$450,000,000. 
On page 36 line 12, increase the amount by 

$348,000,000. 
On page 36 line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,339,000,000. 
On page 36 line 16, increase the amount by 

$503,000,000. 
On page 36 line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,880,000,000. 
On page 36 line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,190,000,000. 
On page 36 line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,902,000,000. 
On page 36 line 24, increase the amount by 

$1,544,000,000. 
On page 37 line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,921,000,000. 
On page 37 line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,885,000,000. 

On page 37 line 6, increase the amount by 
$1,936,000,000. 

On page 37 line 7, increase the amount by 
$1,904,000,000. 

On page 37 line 10, increase the amount by 
$1,957,000,000. 

On page 37 line 11, increase the amount by 
$1,923,000,000. 

On page 37 line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,978,000,000. 

On page 37 line 15, increase the amount by 
$1,942,000,000. 

On page 37 line 18, increase the amount by 
$2,001,000,000. 

On page 37 line 19, increase the amount by 
$1,961,000,000.

On page 37 line 22, increase the amount by 
$2,024,000,000. 

On page 37 line 23, increase the amount by 
$1,983,000,000. 

On page 38 line 2, increase the amount by 
$1,996,000,000. 

On page 38 line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,977,000,000. 

On page 40 line 2, decrease the amount by 
$13,000,000. 

On page 40 line 3, decrease the amount by 
$13,000,000. 

On page 40 line 6, decrease the amount by 
$131,000,000. 

On page 40 line 7, decrease the amount by 
$131,000,000. 

On page 40 line 10, decrease the amount by 
$453,000,000. 

On page 40 line 11, decrease the amount by 
$453,000,000. 

On page 40 line 14, decrease the amount by 
$887,000,000. 

On page 40 line 15, decrease the amount by 
$887,000,000. 

On page 40 line 18, decrease the amount by 
$1,369,000,000. 

On page 40 line 19, decrease the amount by 
$1,369,000,000. 

On page 40 line 22, decrease the amount by 
$1,891,000,000. 

On page 40 line 23, decrease the amount by 
$1,891,000,000. 

On page 41 line 2, decrease the amount by 
$2,452,000,000. 

On page 41 line 3, decrease the amount by 
$2,452,000,000. 

On page 41 line 6, decrease the amount by 
$3,045,000,000. 

On page 41 line 7, decrease the amount by 
$3,045,000,000. 

On page 41 line 10, decrease the amount by 
$3,670,000,000. 

On page 41 line 11, decrease the amount by 
$3,670,000,000. 

On page 41 line 14, decrease the amount by 
$4,333,000,000. 

On page 41 line 15, decrease the amount by 
$4,333,000,000. 

On page 41 line 18, decrease the amount by 
$5,039,000,000. 

On page 41 line 19, decrease the amount by 
$5,039,000,000. 

On page 46 line 20, increase the amount by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On page 46 line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,822,000,000. 

On page 47 line 5, increase the amount by 
$6,526,000,000. 

On page 47 line 6, increase the amount by 
$4,341,000,000. 

On page 47 line 14, increase the amount by 
$8,642,000,000. 

On page 47 line 15, increase the amount by 
$6,750,000,000.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
the first part of this amendment deals 
with homeland security. The additional 
homeland security requirements on 
every one of our localities are enor-
mous. Just yesterday, the mayor of my 
city, Mayor Bloomberg, and Secretary 

Tom Ridge announced that the admin-
istration would be seeking additional 
funding for homeland security in the 
next supplemental budget. That is a 
great first step. I hope there are suffi-
cient resources to deal with the prob-
lem, particularly with the first re-
sponders who are definitely suffering. 

Since September 11, the Congress has 
worked with the administration in a 
bipartisan fashion in many ways. I 
hope this homeland security issue can 
become a bipartisan one as well. But it 
does involve spending the dollars nec-
essary. Words alone will not bring the 
homeland security that our people 
need. 

Let’s first go to first responders. I 
know in New York City, first respond-
ers are stretched as far as they can be. 
Like most other places, we have fiscal 
problems. So the number, for instance, 
of police officers is 4,000 lower than it 
was before. Many other agencies have 
fewer people working. In all instances, 
our police, firefighters, being the patri-
otic people they are, have a high pro-
portion in the reserves, so we are los-
ing people going overseas to fight for 
us. At the same time, there are huge 
new responsibilities. For instance, the 
many bridges and tunnels of New York 
City, the many buildings, houses of 
worship have to be guarded more care-
fully. That takes a huge expense. That 
is during normal times. In addition to 
all of those expenses, our police chief, 
Commissioner Kelly, set up something, 
with Mayor Bloomberg, called Oper-
ation Atlas to deal with wartime. It is 
another $5 million a week. The mayor 
wisely said that he was not going to 
cut back on security if we didn’t get 
Federal help for it, but it is stretching 
the people of our city and the first re-
sponders of our city. That is true with 
the brave firefighters. That is true 
with other first responders. It is true 
with the hospital staff who have to pre-
pare for, God forbid, a bioterrorist at-
tack. Everywhere we look, there are 
new needs. It is not just in New York 
City. 

I have an article from yesterday’s 
Rochester Democratic Chronicle, the 
leading paper in Rochester. It talks 
about Rochester. It is a middle-size 
city. It has about 230,000 people in the 
city, close to a million in the greater 
metropolitan area—800,000. The city 
has its own burdens, as does every city. 
It is on Lake Ontario, which is pretty 
much unguarded. It is near the Cana-
dian border. It is a little bit east of 
Lackawanna, which is near Buffalo, 
where the cell was found. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Rochester Democratic Chronicle, 

Mar. 19, 2003] 
ROCHESTER AREA PREPARES FOR WAR BY 

TIGHTENING SECURITY 
(By Michael Wentzel) 

The approach of war and a new plan to pro-
tect the nation from terrorist attacks means 
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increased surveillance and awareness in the 
Rochester area. 

With tight security already in place, some 
said no operational changes would occur fol-
lowing the launch Tuesday of Operation Lib-
erty Shield, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s new defense plan. 

But there were additional patrols and 
checks at the Greater Rochester Inter-
national Airport. Monroe County will expand 
water supply inspections. Department of 
Homeland Security officials began asking 
more questions at Canadian border crossings. 

‘‘We’re following the directive of the gov-
ernment to elevate our awareness levels,’’ 
said Mark Cavanaugh, University of Roch-
ester’s director of environmental health and 
safety. ‘‘We’re prepared, and we’re telling 
our people to be prepared.’’

AIRPORT 
One of the few visible signs locally of 

tougher security—roadblocks on the ter-
minal access road at the Greater Rochester 
International Airport—went up about 4:45 
p.m. Tuesday. Security guards will conduct 
spot checks of vehicles, looking for signs of 
a terrorist threat, said David Bassett, the 
federal security director at the airport. 

Travelers may also notice more deputies 
and bomb-sniffing dogs in the terminal and 
passenger screeners who are more attentive. 

Airport director Terrance Slaybaugh said 
air travelers still need to arrive at least 75 
minutes early to clear security at the air-
port. 

Slaybaugh said the county has opted to use 
Pinkerton security guards, not sheriff’s dep-
uties, at the roadblocks because of ‘‘man-
power, staffing availability, cost.’’ A deputy 
is to be stationed with the guards while 
roadblocks are active, he said. 

WATER BORDER 
Dick Metzger, Monroe County Water 

Authority’s director of production, said secu-
rity patrols, water supply inspections and 
water quality sampling will increase. 

‘‘We’re taking all kinds of efforts to make 
sure the water quality is proper and the 
quantity is always going to be there,’’ 
Metzger said. 

The city has a plan to protect reservoirs if 
there is an increased security threat, said 
Edward Doherty, city commissioner of envi-
ronmental sciences. Doherty declined to re-
veal the details for security reasons. 

‘‘Obviously it’s something we have to be 
concerned about, but we don’t really see it as 
a high-level risk,’’ Doherty said. 

Officials at City Hall reported no changes 
in security measures. Monroe County offi-
cials also reported no obvious changes in se-
curity at their facilities. The county emer-
gency operations center, which might be 
used to respond to a terrorist threat, has not 
been activated.

The Department of Homeland Security in-
creased surveillance and monitoring of 
checkpoints along the New York-Canadian 
border Tuesday. 

As a result, customs and border protection 
officers will ask more questions of travelers 
wishing to enter the country, said Janet 
Rapaport, spokeswoman for Customs and 
Border Protection, a branch of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. And more 
agents will patrol the border between major 
points of entry, she said. 

GINNA, KODAK 
No new measures were announced at the 

Ginna nuclear power plant, where security 
forces have been on heightened alert since 
Sept. 11, 2001. 

‘‘If any changes are recommended by (fed-
eral) agencies, we will take appropriate ac-
tion,’’ the plant’s owner, Rochester Gas and 
Electric Corp., said in a statement. 

Eastman Kodak Co., manufactures chemi-
cals at Kodak Park for a variety of uses in 
photography, radiology and imaging-related 
businesses. The company ‘‘is not at liberty’’ 
to discuss security, spokesman Jim 
Blamphin said, but Kodak has done a com-
plete review and update of all crisis manage-
ment plans. 

FOOD SUPPLY 
Concerns about a terrorist attack on agri-

culture has been around since Sept. 11, 2001. 
Wyoming County Sheriff Ronald Ely said 

deputies are still taking more care to patrol 
around dairy farms in the wake of milk tam-
pering problems over the past two years. 

Wayne County Sheriff Richard Pisciotti 
said patrols are also on alert after the theft 
of liquid fertilizer from various New York 
state farms. 

Francois Lachance, manager at Star of the 
West Milling Co. in Churchville, said there is 
a greater awareness of nonemployees on 
company property. 

Trucks have always been specially sealed 
before they leave the plant. 

UR’s researchers who use radioactive ma-
terials have been reminded that security is 
more important now than ever, said Andrew 
Karam, the university’s radiation safety offi-
cer. UR has locked more areas and restricted 
use of keys. 

FEDERAL BUILDING 
U.S. Marshal Peter Lawrence, whose office 

is in charge of safe-guarding the Kenneth B. 
Keating Federal Building on State Street, 
said nothing new was planned as of Tuesday. 

Lawrence said there was nothing in the 
new security environment that would cause 
officials to impede lawful, peaceful dem-
onstrations at the federal building, scene of 
anti-war protests. 

CITY SCHOOLS 
City school principals Tuesday will meet 

with school staff to inform them of new secu-
rity measures and let them know what meas-
ures will be taken if the alert is bumped 
higher. 

At the current level, all planned field trips 
must be reapproved, surveillance is in-
creased, security at after-school activities is 
increased and principals are required to stay 
on campus throughout the day.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, this article talks 
about what Rochester has to do. It 
talks about the airport and how they 
need new security and are dealing with 
new security at the airport. It talks 
about the border. 

Again, Rochester is on the border. 
There is Lake Ontario, but like many 
cities in the Northeast and Middle 
West, it shares a border or is close to a 
border with Canada. It talks about 
some miles east of Rochester is the 
Ginna Nuclear Power Plant. It has to 
be protected. We cannot leave it open 
the way it was before. 

Kodak, the largest employer in Roch-
ester, uses huge amounts of chemicals 
that are flammable. Rochester is doing 
what it can to protect Kodak. 

The food supply: We have a lot of 
farming areas in that part of our State, 
very prosperous, very fertile farms. 
People are worried, our authorities are 
worried about the food supply and food 
tampering. So they are looking at that 
area. 

The Federal building, which houses 
some judges and other offices and law 
enforcement, has to be guarded. The 

State of my friend from Oklahoma was 
hit several years ago. We cannot leave 
our Federal buildings unguarded. We 
learned our lesson. 

City schools: This is just the city 
government. 

We then have the hospitals. We have 
everything the private sector is doing. 
This scenario in Rochester is a typical 
city. It could be any city repeated any-
where in our country. 

What help is Rochester getting for all 
these extra burdens? Rochester is get-
ting virtually no extra help. We know 
one of three things will happen, none of 
them good. Either the city, because it 
does not have the money, will not do 
everything it can for security—that is 
the least good choice; security must 
come first—or other services will be 
undersupplied and no help. 

If you are a citizen in New York City, 
Rochester, Buffalo, or any other place, 
you certainly do not want to be made 
safer from terrorists but be made less 
safe from the criminals. If you are a 
citizen, you want to make sure your 
firefighters know how to deal with ter-
rorism—biological or chemical, God 
forbid, if it should come—but you do 
not want to be made less safe from the 
scourge of fire. That is the second 
choice. 

The third choice is the city does both 
and then has to raise the property tax, 
which God knows is high enough. 

It seems to me if there were ever a 
Federal responsibility, it is here for 
our first responders. 

What do we propose to do in this 
amendment? We propose to support our 
first responders throughout the coun-
try in a measured but important way. 
The bill provides $35 billion over the 
proposed budget plan’s funding level 
for the fiscal years 2003 to 2013 to pro-
vide first responder grants to States 
and localities to be used for hiring, for 
equipping, for training first responders, 
as well as covering related overtime 
costs. 

The amendment includes an addi-
tional $3.5 billion for first responder 
grants for fiscal year 2003 to ensure 
that cities and States can get needed 
funds immediately. 

On September 11, 2001, we know these 
first responders in New York City and 
elsewhere put their lives on the line to 
serve their country, just as our Armed 
Forces do. It is a different way, but 
they are brave and need help, and we 
should be backing them up just as we 
back up our soldiers. 

Next, in terms of first responders, we 
restore the cuts to law enforcement 
and to firefighters. The State and local 
law enforcement agencies deserve an 
increased commitment from the Fed-
eral Government, and this amendment 
restores $10 billion in cuts to State and 
local law enforcement and fire pro-
grams. The COPS Program, which is so 
important in bringing about security, 
is restored. The fire program—I see my 
colleague from Connecticut on the 
floor. He was instrumental in bringing 
up the fire program. That is vital. 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 02:19 Mar 21, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20MR6.006 S20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4051March 20, 2003
Byrne grants, that is part of this 
amendment. All of the Byrne grants 
are restored, and other areas. 

I know there will be individual 
amendments on this issue. My col-
league from New York and I are offer-
ing individual amendments on different 
parts of these issues that will be de-
bated and voted on later. But this 
amendment has it all in one package. If 
my colleagues are for helping first re-
sponders throughout the country, this 
amendment is important. We do not 
just deal with personnel. We deal with 
equipment. Our police, fire, and emer-
gency workers need new equipment. 
They have to guard, just as the soldiers 
do, against biological and chemical 
weaponry. 

Again, the local cupboard is bare. 
The cities, the States do not have 
money to do this. Are we going to 
delay the safety of our citizens for sev-
eral years, or is the Federal Govern-
ment going to step up to the plate in 
terms of its responsibility? 

Again, I am delighted that Secretary 
Ridge announced that the supple-
mental appropriations will contain new 
dollars, but how many? Is it enough? Is 
it similar to this amendment which, as 
I said, will be drawn tightly but mind-
ful of real needs? 

The amendment increases the much 
needed funding for firefighters, hiring, 
and equipment, including the FIRE and 
SAFER Acts, by providing $11 billion 
over 10 years. So on first responders, 
this bill is carefully drawn but does the 
job. It is certainly adequate, and it is 
what we need. It is a very fine first 
start. 

I hope we will not repeat the mistake 
of either not funding these programs or 
funding them in a small way, mainly 
by taking money out of existing pro-
grams which does not make it any easi-
er for our police departments, our fire 
departments, or anybody else. 

There are other areas that need help 
in terms of homeland security as well. 
Our first responders are extremely im-
portant, and they get the majority of 
the money that we have proposed here, 
but there are lots of Federal respon-
sibilities as well. 

Port security, for instance, is an 
issue that I have become very con-
cerned about and interested in. How 
could terrorists strike? As I mentioned 
earlier, they can strike in a myriad of 
ways, and they are going to look at our 
weak pressure points. One thing they 
could do is smuggle something in a 
ship, in a container that comes by our 
ports: the worst case scenario, a nu-
clear bomb.

I have talked long about that dread-
ful possibility and what we can do 
about it. My friend from South Caro-
lina, Senator HOLLINGS, has been a 
leader on this issue in terms of making 
sure we know what is in the containers 
and that someone cannot sneak some-
thing in. I have been fighting for nu-
clear detection devices that could be 
attached to every crane that loads or 
unloads a container. We need both. 

Again, we are underfunding port se-
curity rather dramatically. The 
amendment does these two things on 
port security, as well as several other 
things. As we know, in the Budget Act 
we cannot lay out the specifics but we 
know it will go a long way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 30 minutes. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask for an addi-
tional 10 minutes from my colleague. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield an additional 10 
minutes to the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my friend 
from North Dakota. 

So we have an additional $500 million 
in 2003, an additional $625 million in 
2004, and we total $7.8 billion over the 
10-year period that we are adding 
things on. 

Right now, only 2 percent of the 
cargo containers are screened. Not 
every container is going to be screened. 
We know some of them are more sus-
picious than others. But most experts 
say it has to go up along with our abil-
ity to both track containers that come 
in and then secure them so nobody can 
come in after we know what is in the 
container, if it loads, say, in Rot-
terdam, and then someone sneaks 
something else in—to make sure that 
does not happen. 

Another issue is rail and transit se-
curity. Many of our cities have large 
tunnels in which terrorists could do 
some dastardly actions. Our own Penn 
Station in New York City is a classic 
example. It is almost a mile of tunnel 
with no egress, poor ventilation, thou-
sands of people on commuter trains 
during rush hour going in or going out, 
from the whole northeast area, not just 
from New York. We have to do some-
thing about that. 

We have to do more to deal with 
truck security. Again, a method of 
choice of terrorists has been to take 
hazardous material, place it on a truck 
and then explode it. Of all places, 
Brazil has a good system using GPS 
and assigned routes. They can tell im-
mediately if a truck goes off track, if it 
is a hazardous material truck. We do 
not do that. The Brazilians, by the 
way, have saved money by imple-
menting this because the number of 
stolen trucks has greatly decreased. 

The bottom line is that there are 
many other places in transportation 
security that is not air and that is not 
rail, where we have to be more secure. 
This amendment proposes a $5 billion 
increase for the TSA’s budget to start 
doing these things. 

Those of us from Washington State 
to Maine who share the border with 
Canada know how unguarded it is. We 
have been proud of our unguarded bor-
der. The Canadian Government does its 
best to cooperate, but we do not have 
close to the number of personnel and 
detection devices that are needed to 
make the northern border secure. The 
southern border needs help as well, but 
not close to the amount that the north-
ern border does. The number of per-

sonnel in my State, which shares sev-
eral hundred miles of border with Can-
ada, is small and not enough. 

We have to do more. The detection 
devices that have worked rather suc-
cessfully on the southern border are 
not installed. Then border security 
needs other help because of commerce 
that cities such as Buffalo and Detroit 
and Seattle-Tacoma have with Canada. 
We need all kinds of new computer sys-
tems so we can check trucks quickly. 
We want to have both commerce and 
security, and we can if we provide the 
dollars. 

If the dollars are not provided, you 
are either going to have weak security 
or you are going to have to go the old 
route and try to inspect so many 
trucks that the traffic is backed up at 
the border for hours, the economy suf-
fers, and the number of jobs decline. So 
we have to do that as well. 

The amendment provides $8.2 billion 
over 10 years for border security, $450 
million in this remaining 6 months of 
the fiscal year. 

The FBI, that is another place where 
homeland security matters. The FBI 
was in poor shape in terms of 
counterterrorism before 9/11. It is try-
ing to move quickly, but it needs more 
help. 

The computer system is still almost 
laughable. I have had lengthy discus-
sions with Director Mueller. They are 
trying their best, they are working 
hard, but we should not have money be 
a barrier to them doing what they need 
to do. 

Intelligence gathering, we are rear-
ranging those agencies and restruc-
turing them to make the synapse be-
tween domestic and foreign intel-
ligence less of a barrier. That is a great 
idea. It takes dollars. While the leader-
ship says the FBI has all the money 
they need, go talk to the people in the 
ranks, they do not think so. So we add 
an additional billion dollars in funding 
for the FBI to hire new personnel, par-
ticularly analysts and translators, and 
upgrade critical infrastructure. 

Bioterrorism, this is a place where 
we have made some progress but not 
enough. Aside from the money our first 
responders need in terms of local gov-
ernment, in terms of hospitals—we are 
asking so many hospitals to do the job 
in terms of bioterrorism. I do not have 
a problem with that. I do not think 
there has to be a new Federal agency, 
but it takes dollars to store the vac-
cines; to do the training about how to 
administer the various programs; to do 
the training, how to spot the illnesses. 
With bioterrorism, we know early de-
tection is vital. The amendment pro-
vides $5.7 billion for bioterrorism ini-
tiatives to improve the public health 
sector’s ability to prepare for disasters 
and local governments’ ability to cover 
the cost. 

Finally, threat assessment and crit-
ical infrastructure assessment, the 
amendment provides a billion dollars 
so we can know what we are doing and 
we can stay ahead of other potential 
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weak pressure points that we do not 
know about now. Critical infrastruc-
ture such as chemical plants and nu-
clear powerplants and water infrastruc-
ture, they need to be protected. We are 
not sure even how to do it. We have 
had no blueprint and it is being done 
differently in different States, with 
varying degrees of success. The Federal 
Government has to be more involved. 
So we provide a billion dollars to con-
duct an assessment of the relative 
threat levels in coordination with in-
telligence and to begin to prepare to 
protect these areas. 

Here, our first responder money will 
play in because it will not be Federal 
people who do this. It will be local peo-
ple. But they need to know what to do. 

I will have more to say later, but this 
is a basic outline of our proposal. There 
is large help for first responders, $38 
billion over 10 years, an immediate 
shot in the arm in 2003 and then large 
funding levels in 2004; help in the other 
areas where we need help. 

We have not covered everything, but 
we have covered a lot. As we work 
through the appropriations process, we 
will hope to refine them. 

In conclusion, I ask my colleagues to 
look at this amendment. I ask them to 
ask themselves if we have done enough 
on homeland security. I ask them to 
answer the infamous ‘‘what if’’ ques-
tion. How many of us want to be here 
the morning after, God forbid, another 
attack on our homeland and say, what 
if? This amendment prevents that what 
if. It goes a long way to preventing 
that what if. I hope it will receive 
broad and bipartisan support. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I yield the floor.
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 

yield 20 minutes to the Senator from 
New York, Mrs. CLINTON. 

Mrs. CLINTON. I thank the ranking 
member on the Budget Committee, and 
I thank my colleague and partner from 
New York for the Herculean effort he 
has undertaken on behalf of the cause 
of homeland security. Senator SCHU-
MER and I, of course, have been person-
ally impacted by the need for enhanced 
security in a very horrific way because 
of the events of September 11 and the 
ongoing threats posed to New York 
City and other communities through-
out our State where terrorist cells are 
under surveillance and finally discov-
ered in Lackawanna, NY, where people 
are arrested in Syracuse, NY, for their 
likely connections with the funding of 
organizations that support terrorism. I 
don’t think it is a coincidence or an ac-
cident that the two Senators from New 
York would be standing here in the 
Senate advocating as strongly as we 
can for the Schumer-Clinton homeland 
security amendment to this budget. 

Before my words of support to the 
specifics that the amendment contains, 
I am somewhat concerned that as we 

meet here today, our men and women 
are in harm’s way in the Persian Gulf. 
I believe we should be suspending ac-
tion on the budget. We should be focus-
ing in this Chamber, as families and 
citizens across America are focusing on 
their television sets, on the Internet, 
on what is by far the most important 
issue confronting us: the execution of 
this war. We hope it will be a decisive 
and overwhelmingly successful effort 
accomplished as quickly as possible, 
with a minimum loss of life. I know the 
thoughts and prayers of all of us go out 
to those wearing the military uniform 
of our Nation and their families, their 
loved ones, who are praying for them. 

I certainly, like all my colleagues, 
have had the great and high privilege 
of meeting and being with these young 
men and women. They are by far the 
best prepared, equipped, and motivated 
military in the history of the world. 
We are all very proud of their skill, 
their training, and their courage. We 
should not only continue to do every-
thing possible to support them at this 
time, but it would be appropriate for us 
to suspend action on the budget, espe-
cially, I must add, because I don’t 
know that we are fully able to debate 
and pass a budget at this moment in 
history. 

It seems quite odd to me, while we 
are commenced upon a war, we have no 
funding for that war in this budget. We 
have no money for the proposed recon-
struction of Iraq that has been dis-
cussed in the administration. We have 
no money for whatever other con-
sequences—intended or unintended—
that might flow from the action begun 
last evening. 

Unfortunately, history will judge us 
harshly, because we are moving for-
ward on parallel tracks to debate and 
vote on a budget that does not take ac-
count of the most overwhelming chal-
lenge we are facing. What is wrong 
with this picture? It makes absolutely 
no sense. I am stunned that we are, on 
the one hand, holding our hearts and 
our breath while we listen and see what 
is happening thousands of miles away 
that will have a direct effect not just 
on the lives of our brave men and 
women in the military who are fighting 
this battle, but will have a direct effect 
on every single American—that we are 
making decisions without having the 
information. We are being asked to 
vote on a budget that does not even 
pay for this war. 

I find this truly unbelievable. But 
that is the choice of this leadership, 
and therefore we have to go along as 
though this were business as usual. 
Let’s just get up and debate a budget 
that does not even pay for the war that 
is going on now. I am sorry, I find that 
hard to explain to myself, and I find it 
impossible to explain to my constitu-
ents. 

Then I pick up the Wall Street Jour-
nal, and there is an article, apparently 
sourced from people within the admin-
istration, that contracts are being let 
for the reconstruction of Iraq, and in 

it—I am sure Americans would be in-
terested to hear—our Government is to 
guarantee health care to Iraqis. We are 
going to guarantee good schools to 
Iraqi schoolchildren. We are going to 
build highways. We are going to build 
powerplants. I don’t know that any of 
us would argue with that noble goal, 
but we are letting contracts, as we 
speak, for American businesses to un-
dertake this contracting work. 

When are we going to provide for 
every American? It is certainly not in 
this budget we are debating. When are 
we going to provide good schools and 
the facilities our children deserve? It is 
not in this budget we are debating. 
When are we going to make sure we 
have our transportation needs met in 
our country, in every part of our coun-
try? It is not in this budget we are de-
bating. 

Madam President, there are a lot of 
unanswered questions that deserve an 
answer. But one of those has to do with 
this amendment that is currently be-
fore the Senate. If you look at this 
budget, not only are we not even at-
tempting to fund the war, but we do 
not adequately fund the second front of 
the war; namely, the threat of ter-
rorism right here on our shores. 

We have to cover the costs of this 
war, and we should be honest about it. 
There are choices to be made. Appar-
ently this body, under its current lead-
ership, wants to avoid those choices. 
They do not want the American people 
to know that coming down the road in 
a couple of days, or a week at most, 
there is going to be a supplemental to 
pay for the war. Will it be $65 billion, 
$95 billion? We do not know. It is going 
to come to the Senate, and of course 
we will debate it, but why aren’t we 
being honest with ourselves and with 
the rest of America? Put the costs of 
this war in this budget. 

The choices we are asking Senators 
to make are going to have a direct im-
pact on the choices Americans can 
make. We already know this budget is 
hurtling us into deficits as far as the 
eye can see. I have never seen such fis-
cal irresponsibility passed on to the 
backs of our children. The young peo-
ple, 18, 19, 20-year-old soldiers over 
there fighting for us, are the ones who 
will pay for this irresponsibility. I find 
that absolutely unbelievable. 

There are a lot of questions to be 
asked and answered, but certainly 
among our priorities, if we intend to go 
forward with this budget which does 
not account for the war, which does not 
make the hard choices that Americans 
have to live with, then certainly we 
had better make sure we are funding 
homeland security because the one 
thing all of the security experts agree 
on is that, yes, we will win, but we will 
also reap the whirlwind. There will be 
additional terrorist activities here at 
home and on Americans around the 
world, and we have to be prepared. 

These homeland security costs 
should be not only included but in-
creased because right now they are 
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being borne by cities and counties and 
States that are in deficit themselves. 
They do not have any revenues. The 
economy is flat. There is no money 
coming in. They are laying off fire-
fighters. They are closing police sta-
tions.

Our hospitals are wondering whether 
they are going to be able to continue to 
take in the ambulances that come to 
the emergency entrance or whether 
they are going to have to divert them 
because their funding is under so much 
pressure. 

Yesterday my colleague and I, Sen-
ator SCHUMER, met with the mayor of 
New York. Everybody knows there is 
not any better prepared city in the 
world than New York and everybody 
knows there is not any city under more 
stress and more potential for terrorism 
than New York. God bless our fire-
fighters and our police officers and our 
emergency workers. They are on 12-
hour shifts on, 12-hour shifts off. Every 
time the threat level increases in 
America as a whole, it goes up even 
higher in New York. 

The operation that New York City 
has put into effect to try to prevent 
terrorism, called Operation Atlas, is 
spending $5 million a week. We are al-
ready cutting $2.5 billion out of the 
New York City budget. We are going to 
have to cut even more, according to 
the mayor. But what choice do we 
have? New York is a global city, not 
only an American city. It is where the 
United Nations is. It is where so much 
else happens. Our mayor and our police 
and fire and other emergency workers 
are doing a tremendous job, but we 
cannot continue to shoulder these 
costs on our own. 

Our national security and our home-
land security needs should be in this 
budget. We should be putting into this 
budget the cost of the war in the Per-
sian Gulf and the cost of defending our-
selves in New York and across Amer-
ica. 

If we are going forward, business as 
usual, with a very unusual budget that 
does not fairly lay out the costs and 
the choices before the American peo-
ple, then the very least we can do is, in 
a bipartisan way, resoundingly pass the 
Schumer-Clinton amendment. This 
amendment restores cuts to important 
traditional first responder programs. It 
sets aside $8 billion for each of the next 
10 years. And it does something that is 
desperately needed in this budget when 
it comes to homeland security: It does 
not take money away from existing 
law enforcement and firefighting pro-
grams and move it over into another 
category and say, guess what, we have 
now provided homeland security. That 
is the oldest shell game in the world. 

This budget cuts the COPS Program, 
cuts the local law enforcement block 
grant, cuts the Byrne memorial pro-
gram, cuts the FIRE Act, cuts the 
SAFER Act. I don’t think we in good 
conscience can cut the programs that 
keep the police on the street, the fire-
fighters in the firehouse to do what 

they have to do every day, and then 
turn around and, with their additional 
responsibilities, claim we have given 
them the resources for these new bur-
dens and challenges. These resources 
must come in addition to and not at 
the expense of these other critically 
necessary law enforcement and fire-
fighting programs. 

As we go through this and look at the 
specific programs, we have tried to in-
crease the programs that keep the op-
erations going day to day and to pro-
vide the additional funding that is nec-
essary. Let me give one example. 

In fiscal year 2002, Congress appro-
priated $360 million for the FIRE Act. 
The FIRE Act is a program that assists 
fire departments in protecting local 
communities. Those communities may 
use it for training, equipment, and ad-
ditional staffing. It has been a Godsend 
to both professional and volunteer fire 
departments across New York and 
across America. 

As to the $360 million appropriated, 
there are more than $2 billion in re-
quests from fire departments for this 
funding—six times the amount appro-
priated. Yet the proposed budget pro-
vides only $500 million for the FIRE 
Act for fiscal year 2004. The Schumer-
Clinton amendment would add $250 mil-
lion, so we could at least try a little 
harder to meet the legitimate requests 
of fire departments. 

Currently, two-thirds of our Nation’s 
fire departments do not even meet the 
standards for adequate staffing. I don’t 
think this Congress would ever allow 
our Army to engage in a war with two-
thirds of its divisions understaffed. In-
credibly, that is exactly what we are 
asking our firefighters to do. 

This amendment also provides addi-
tional funding for bioterrorism pre-
paredness and prevention. The budget 
provides a mere $400 million for these 
critical needs. Even with the funding 
that we offered last year under the 
leadership of Senators KENNEDY and 
FRIST, that is not enough. Many local 
and State public health departments do 
not have the facilities or the equip-
ment to perform routine surveillance 
or epidemiological investigation, or do 
the lab work to identify any kind of 
foreign matter. At the same time, we 
have loaded the burden of the smallpox 
vaccination effort on top of everything 
else public health departments are sup-
posed to be doing, again without ade-
quate funding. 

I asked at several counties in my 
State, what are the tradeoffs? That is 
what happens at the local community. 
We can have this debate and pretend 
there are no tradeoffs, that we are not 
going to pay for the law, that we are 
going to cut funding for local law en-
forcement and firefighters and let 
somebody else worry about it. We will 
be the Senate that cuts taxes so they 
have to be raised at the local level or 
else local communities have to do 
without essential services. 

I asked about the tradeoffs in one 
county, Onondaga County, where Syra-

cuse is. In order to deal with the small-
pox vaccination challenge, they have 
had to go out and cut all their other 
programs. They had to cut the Mater-
nal and Child Health Program; they 
had to cut the women’s health exam-
ination program; they had to cut the 
regular examinations and screenings 
for breast cancer and cervical cancer; 
they have had to cut pediatric dental 
visits and preschool and early interven-
tion family services. 

Nobody is saying we do not want to 
be prepared in the horrific event of a 
smallpox terrorist attack, but don’t we 
also want to take care of our maternal 
child and health needs? Our children’s 
dental needs? Why are we putting our-
selves into making these false choices? 

I will tell you why. Because the other 
side is intent upon this huge tax cut no 
matter what the war costs, no matter 
what homeland security needs are, no 
matter what the choices are. I have to 
say I am no great historian, but I think 
history will look back on this moment 
and will, if not shaking its head and 
scratching its chin, certainly wonder 
how on Earth, at a time of an inter-
national crisis for America’s leader-
ship, we would unilaterally decide to 
drive our economy and this Govern-
ment into the deficit ditch. 

That is for my friends on the other 
side of the aisle to answer. I don’t have 
an answer. I find it unbelievable that it 
is even a question we have to be ad-
dressing at this moment in time. 

There is much to be done that would 
at least try to interject some common 
sense, some reality into this budget. 
But under any objective assessment of 
where we stand in the world right now, 
this budget should be a nonstarter. It 
should be withdrawn from the floor. 
Every one of us should be saying: My 
goodness, we have higher obligations. 
How can we keep faith with those 
young men and women who are on the 
front lines for us? How can we keep 
faith with those young men and women 
who are on the front lines at home for 
us? How can we continue to provide the 
quality of life and economic oppor-
tunity that is expected in our country? 

We are in danger of being the first 
generation of Americans to leave our 
children worse off than we were. Mark 
my words, no generation of Americans 
has ever done that. We are about to do 
that. We are about to load onto the 
backs of our children and those lucky 
enough to have grandchildren the un-
knowable costs of military actions that 
may be necessary to protect our free-
doms; the unknowable costs of ongoing 
security to protect us here at home; 
and the very certain costs of providing 
quality, affordable health care and 
quality education and decent transpor-
tation—to say nothing of keeping faith 
with Social Security and Medicare. 

This is a very solemn moment, and it 
is not only solemn because of what is 
happening in the Persian Gulf; it is sol-
emn because of the extraordinary com-
mitment of this Senate leadership to 
take action that will not stand the test 
of time. 
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But, if we go forward on this budget, 

I hope we will, in a bipartisan way, not 
only increase our homeland security 
amount, but I will be offering a domes-
tic defense fund based on nearly 18 
months of work. It would go into the 
Department of Homeland Security to 
get money directly to first responders, 
to put money directly to places of high 
threat such as New York and Wash-
ington, and money into a flexible fund 
that can be drawn down by commu-
nities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 20 minutes. 

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 5 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield an 
additional 5 minutes to the Senator 
from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. President, this domestic defense 
fund would lift the budget cap for fiscal 
year 2003 when we finally do get the 
supplemental that I am sure will be 
presented to us in the very near future. 
And it would send a clear message that 
we are not going to wait on this budget 
to get money out to our first respond-
ers to relieve the necessary costs of our 
local communities; we are going to try 
to get that money out when it is need-
ed. Operation Atlas is going on right 
now in New York City. Operation Lib-
erty Shield is going on right now in 
America. We can’t wait until the end of 
the year for the ordinary budget proc-
ess to work to get money out, to make 
us safer, to give the tools to defend us 
to our firefighters and our police offi-
cers. 

This is a solemn time. Not only are 
my heartfelt feelings and prayers going 
out to those brave young men and 
women, but in good conscience I want 
to be sure we are doing what we should 
be doing. And with all respect, I don’t 
think we should be doing business as 
usual. I do not think we should be con-
sidering a budget that is as devoid of 
reality as is this one. That sends a ter-
rible message that here we are making 
flowery speeches, talking about our 
prayers and our best wishes for our 
men and women in uniform, and deci-
mating—decimating—our ability to re-
spond to the inevitable, unpredictable 
consequences of the action we have 
commenced. We owe more to the next 
generation. I hope we will decide to put 
aside previously existing ideological 
and partisan positions and come to-
gether in this Senate, as we are coming 
together in this country, on behalf of 
the military and on behalf of the coun-
try they are fighting to defend. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor to say that I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of this vital 
amendment for more homeland secu-
rity funding being introduced by Sen-
ator SCHUMER. And I come to talk 
about the necessity of making hard 
choices. 

I know this administration can make 
hard choices. I know it because in tak-
ing military action against Saddam 
Hussein’s regime in Iraq, that is pre-
cisely what the President has done 
made a difficult but necessary decision 
for the sake of America’s security. 

Unfortunately, I don’t see the same 
willingness to make hard choices here 
at home, particularly when it comes to 
our budget and our economy. On Sun-
day, I saw Vice President CHENEY on 
Meet the Press and he said something 
that stuck in my mind. The Vice Presi-
dent was asked why his administration 
wouldn’t reconsider the unaffordable, 
unfair, and unfocused tax cuts that it 
pushed through in 2001, not to mention 
the new tax cuts called for this year, 
when we have so many other national 
needs: the cost of military action 
against Iraq, the cost of rebuilding the 
Nation after war, the cost of investing 
in homeland security, just to name 
three. 

His response was telling. He said that 
Presidents don’t have the luxury of 
doing only one thing at a time, that 
this administration has many ‘‘balls in 
the air,’’ and that President Bush must 
tend to the economy even as he works 
to defend our national security. 

I agree with the Vice President on 
the premise—but could not disagree 
more strongly on the implication. Yes, 
Presidents must do more than one 
thing at a time, and our best Presi-
dents always have. President Lincoln 
did. President Roosevelt did. President 
Kennedy did. But by putting the tax 
cut, which is itself an ineffective pre-
scription for our economic woes, before 
every other priority, this administra-
tion isn’t multitasking. It’s 
unitasking. It’s sacrificing every other 
critical mission and priority to one 
ideological pet project—unfocused, un-
fair, and irresponsible tax cuts. 

As a result, our national cupboard 
has been raided. We have no resources 
left to shore up Social Security, pay 
down the debt, provide our seniors with 
the prescription drug benefit they 
need, or invest in the landmark edu-
cation reform plan we promised our 
teachers and students. No money left 
to make smart investments and stra-
tegic tax cuts to spur growth. Not even 
enough money left to pay for homeland 
security, even though right here at 
home we are under unprecedented at-
tack from an aggressive, unpredictable, 
and undeterrable new enemy against 
which we remain dangerously vulner-
able. 

The casual question, which might not 
sound fit for the Senate floor, is: 
‘‘What gives?’’ 

And the unacceptable answer is: 
‘‘Nothing gives.’’ Tax cuts that help a 
select few Americans, tax cuts designed 
before September 11th, before the pros-
pect of an expensive military action 
against Iraq and an expensive peace to 
follow, before Americans started losing 
jobs in the hundreds of thousands, 
trump everything else. No, with all 
these needs and demands, the President 

will hold onto his tax cut, come hell or 
high water. 

Mr. President, that is worse than a 
failure of arithmetic, as President 
Clinton called it. It is a failure of un-
derstanding. A failure of principle. A 
failure of priorities. 

Sadly, this administration has taken 
to believing that everything in its eco-
nomic policy is absolute. Everything is 
extreme. There is no room left for 
learning. No room for pragmatic ad-
justment. No room for the critical 
needs of the American people. Today I 
want to discuss some of those needs—
our urgent domestic defense priorities 
and how they can and must be paid for 
in this budget. 

Mr. President, America has the 
greatest military in the world, and 
that is because we have paid for it. 
Over the last half century, we have 
worked together across party lines and 
every other division to invest in our 
Armed Forces and the men and women 
who dedicate their lives to the common 
defense. We are truly, to recall Presi-
dent Kennedy, willing to pay any price 
and bear any burden to deter and de-
feat foreign threats. 

If we want the best domestic de-
fenses, we will have to pay for them, 
too. But consider this. In its budget 
proposal for next year, the administra-
tion recommended a $19 billion in-
crease in defense spending—an increase 
I support. But in the very same budget 
proposal, the administration only 
called for $300 million more than they 
expected spending this year on our 
homeland defenses, which are far less 
prepared to protect our people today 
than the Pentagon is. 

This amendment would begin to cor-
rect that shortsighted shortfall. In the 
fiscal year 2003 budget, it would pro-
vide $5 billion above current levels in 
funding for our first responders, for 
port security, for bioterrorism pre-
paredness, and for border security. I 
am supporting more funding both as 
part of this resolution and in the sup-
plemental when it comes before the 
Senate—particularly for our first re-
sponders. 

In fiscal year 2004, Senator SCHU-
MER’s amendment would provide $6.5 
billion over the President’s proposal 
for police, firefighters, and public 
health professionals, port security, bio-
terrorism preparedness, border secu-
rity, transportation security, critical 
infrastructure protection, and more. 
All told, this amendment would invest 
$88 billion in the urgent domestic de-
fense improvements we need to make 
between now and 2013—a long-term vi-
sion of rising to meet and beat these 
threats, not shrink from them. 

Independently, last month I called 
for an increased homeland security in-
vestment in next year’s budget of $16 
billion over the President’s proposal, 
which is what I have concluded is nec-
essary to begin doing all this vital 
work. So I see this amendment not as 
a complete number, but as significant 
progress in the right direction. 
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Let me talk now about a few of the 

urgent needs that this amendment will 
help address. 

First, first responders. Just this 
Monday, I attended the legislative con-
ference of the International Associa-
tion of Firefighters, and I must say 
that, though these brave men and 
women are always ready to take on a 
challenge and rise to meet danger, our 
firefighters, police officers, and other 
first responders are tired. They are 
tired of lacking the resources to hire 
new people, get advanced training, and 
buy state-of-the-art technology, all of 
which are urgently needed to fight ter-
rorism. 

Can’t we come together now and get 
this done? 

Mr. President, it is downright irre-
sponsible that the President’s budget 
for next year would provide no new 
money for first responders. The Presi-
dent’s proposal would make the same 
total $3.5 billion investment next year 
as was made this year. And even that is 
deceptive, because at the same time 
the budget would slash other funding 
for local law enforcement and emer-
gency preparedness. 

This amendment would restore COPS 
and other local law enforcement pro-
grams in fiscal year 2004. It would pro-
vide the money for training, equip-
ment, and qualified personnel. And it 
would call for $5 billion in funding this 
year—in an fiscal year 2003 supple-
mental the bulk of which would go to 
our first responders. 

There is a real crisis out there. We 
need to help our police officers, fire-
fighters, emergency medical techni-
cians and other first responders meet 
it. 

I believe the investment we make in 
our first responders needs to start by 
passing the SAFER Act, sponsored by 
my dear friends Senators DODD and 
WARNER which I am proud to cospon-
sor. That bill would provide more than 
$7.5 billion over 7 years so our commu-
nities can hire the firefighters they 
need. It is critical, it is bipartisan, and 
it should pass. This budget amendment 
we are discussing today would provide 
a good start in fiscal year 2004 for the 
bill. 

But that is just a beginning. First re-
sponders need advanced training, spe-
cifically in detecting and protecting 
against chemical, biological, radio-
logical, and nuclear weapons. This 
amendment will provide more of the 
resources they need to get them that 
training. 

First responders need better equip-
ment. On September 11th, the New Jer-
sey State Police grew so frustrated at 
their inability to contact New York 
City authorities that they had to take 
a boat across the Hudson River and 
find a police commander at Ground 
Zero. And as we know, New York City 
firefighters tragically lost their lives 
because their communications equip-
ment was not what it needed to be. 
This amendment will provide the re-
sources to start to get first responders 

all over the country the communica-
tions equipment they need to prevent 
similar problems from occurring when 
they face emergencies. 

This amendment gives our local first 
responders—who are also our first pre-
venters of terrorist attacks—more of 
the resources they urgently need to 
guard against terrorism. 

As we work to strengthen our local 
first responders’ capabilities, we need 
to dramatically improve transpor-
tation security nationwide. The type of 
attack we suffered on September 11th 
was, of course, of a very particular and 
unexpected nature. In its wake, im-
proving the security of air travel has 
received substantial attention and sub-
stantial funding. And we have made se-
rious progress in the skies. 

But just as terrorists constantly 
change their means and mode of at-
tack, the TSA must broaden its scope 
of defense—and rapidly. But under the 
President’s proposal and this budget 
resolution, TSA’s appropriation is ac-
tually decreased for next year—which 
will make it difficult to keep pace with 
their current responsibilities, much 
less take on new ones. This amendment 
would give the agency critical re-
sources so that TSA could begin ex-
panding its focus to other critical 
transportation security needs includ-
ing roads, rails, bridges, tunnels, and 
subways. 

Let me give you another example—
port security. Homeland security ex-
perts widely acknowledge that our 
ports are among the most vulnerable 
points in our homeland defenses. About 
7 million containers arrive at these 
ports each year, but a tiny percentage 
are searched. Any one could become a 
vehicle to smuggle in a dangerous 
weapon, or even terrorists themselves. 

Again, this costs money to fix. The 
Coast Guard has estimated that it will 
take $4.4 billion to improve basic phys-
ical security at the Nation’s ports, 
starting with close to $1 billion the 
first year. 

Yet the administration’s budget pro-
posal provided no new money in port 
security grants—and this budget reso-
lution largely ignores the physical se-
curity of our ports. In an effort to 
jumpstart these vital improvements, I 
have called for $1.2 billion in port secu-
rity grants for fiscal year 2004. This 
amendment will start moving us to-
ward that goal. 

We must also invest more to perma-
nently protect our critical infrastruc-
ture—our financial, transportation and 
communications networks, our energy 
systems and water supplies, chemical 
plants and hazardous materials, emer-
gency services and public health sys-
tems. Eighty-five percent of these net-
works and facilities are under the con-
trol of the private sector. Though plen-
ty of lip service has been given to this 
priority by the Department of Home-
land Security, actual progress has been 
exceedingly slow. That’s largely a 
question of leadership, but it’s hap-
pened in part because the financial 
commitment has not been forthcoming. 

This can’t wait. That is why this 
week I have sent a letter to Homeland 
Security Secretary Ridge outlining a 
series of urgent questions I believe he 
and his Department must answer so 
that we can begin seeing results, and 
better protecting our Nation’s nervous 
system, its circulatory system, its res-
piratory system, and all its vital or-
gans without delay. 

Finally, let me address one other cru-
cial area of investment which receives 
vastly too little funding in this budget 
resolution—protecting ourselves 
against biological attack. 

Some of the most chilling scenarios 
posed by homeland security experts are 
those that envision the use of diseases 
as weapons. We are depending on our 
public health network to help prepare 
for, protect against, and if necessary 
respond to such assaults. Yet in this 
budget, our health providers aren’t 
being provided anywhere near adequate 
resources to do the job as well as they 
must do it. This amendment will pro-
vide a critical infusion to start improv-
ing these capabilities. 

On the floor today I have only men-
tioned a discrete set of the gaps we 
must close to protect the American 
people. There are many more, and still 
more gaps we have yet to identify are 
likely to rear their heads in the 
months to come. 

We are at war against terrorism. 
Let’s not frustrate and condemn to 
failure those whose job it is to protect 
us—many of whom risk their lives—by 
failing to provide them the resources 
they need to meet and beat the threats. 

Whether our protectors work for the 
Department of Homeland Security or 
for the local fire department, they de-
serve not only our gratitude and our 
respect. They deserve the ability to 
rise to this challenge, the resources 
and the tools to do the job. We depend 
upon them for our safety. Surely they 
should be able to depend upon us for 
support. 

Let’s put the safety of us all before 
the wallets of the few. Let’s invest in 
our homeland defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I need. 

I do feel the need to make comments 
that when I got up this morning I had 
no idea I would need to make. I have 
listened to the debate in the Chamber 
this morning, and I think there are 
some corrections that need to be made 
for my colleagues and the people of 
America. We have made it sound as if 
we are debating an emergency supple-
mental budget. We are not. We are de-
bating the regular budget of the United 
States of America for the next year, 
the year that begins October 1, 2004—
not yesterday, not today, October 1, 
2004. We have been working on this all 
year because it is the regular budget. It 
is not the emergency supplemental 
budget. This is our regular work. 

Why are we doing our regular work? 
We are doing our regular work because 
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we are expecting America to do its reg-
ular work today. Everyone would like 
to be listening to the radio or the tele-
vision or picking up the latest news, 
however they possibly can, but for 
most of America that is not possible 
because they are doing their job. They 
are making America work. They are 
making sure that the planes are flying, 
the trains are moving, the trucks are 
going, the manufacturing is happening. 

Why is that important? Because 
those are the jobs that are providing 
the materials to keep America safe. 
Those are the people doing the jobs 
that help us live our everyday lives and 
to fight a war. America is not supposed 
to stop working today. We are not sup-
posed to stop working today. We will 
do an emergency supplemental budget. 
I have heard the people here say we 
should be working on that this minute. 
How many people here know how long 
that war is going to go on? By tomor-
row we will have a better idea. By Mon-
day we will have an even better idea. 

Now, somebody said there is not a 
penny in this budget for this war. 
Maybe there should have been a penny 
in the last budget for this war—the 
budget that never got done on this 
floor. That budget should have consid-
ered this war. 

Well, instead we went ahead and we 
did an appropriation. But we didn’t do 
the appropriation last October 1 when 
the statute says we are supposed to 
have it done. We did not do that until 
the end of January. We did not get the 
conference done until February. And 
the President was not able to sign the 
bill until February 20. That is when we 
got last year’s work done because we 
did not do our regular work on the 
time schedule that we are required—re-
quired by statute—to do. The statute 
says we will finish this budget by April 
15. That does not just mean the debate 
in this Chamber, that means the con-
ference committee and the final ap-
proval by April 15. Who knows how 
long that will take. But we need to do 
our regular work just as we expect ev-
erybody else in this country to do their 
regular work. It is essential to the op-
eration of this great country. 

We will get an emergency supple-
mental budget. An emergency supple-
mental budget is different from this 
budget. This budget is a 10-year budget. 
We are trying to anticipate the needs 
of the country for 10 years and put a 
little plan out there so that we can 
plan for 10 years. An emergency supple-
mental bill is for an emergency that is 
happening at the time of the debate of 
the emergency. It is supposed to cover 
it to the best of our ability at that 
time. 

Now, we do not do very well in our 
budgeting process. We got to spend a 
lot of time last year getting on cor-
porations in this country for bad ac-
counting. Well, I am the only account-
ant in the Senate, and I do not think 
the corporations are the only ones that 
should have been embarrassed. When I 
look at this budgeting process, I am de-

lighted I got to be on the Budget Com-
mittee this year. I have had comments 
on the budget before, and there are 
some changes that need to be made. 
They can’t be made until we do the 
regular work of passing this regular 
budget, but there are things on which 
we need to be working. 

Usually budgets are divided into cat-
egories. They are not just one type of a 
budget. There is usually a capital budg-
et, where you plan for the buildings, 
the maintenance, and the replacement. 
We do not do that. We do everything as 
though it were a one-time cost. But 
that is another topic for another time. 

I have talked a lot in this Chamber 
about the need to reduce the national 
debt. We do have a national debt, a 
scary national debt that was scarier 
before; it will be scarier yet to come. 
We can see that from what we know 
about the dollars. But it is important 
for us—and both sides agree—that we 
need to balance the budget as soon as 
we can and we need to pay down the 
national debt as soon as we can to have 
better security in this country. 

One of the difficulties when we de-
bated the balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment 6 years ago when I 
first got here—it was the first debate I 
was in. People will recall that we did 
not pass a constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget, that we lost 
that by one vote. There were some pro-
visions in there for emergencies. This 
would be one of those emergencies. 

But when we are paying down the na-
tional debt, it can be done in a rather 
simple manner if we start with a small 
amount, plan it into the budget, and 
then when we reduce that national 
debt by that amount, just like you 
make a house payment—and this needs 
to be done over a 30-year period just 
like a house payment—when you make 
that payment, you do not spend the in-
terest you saved.

You add that interest to the payment 
and make the payment bigger. Then 
you can start, as with a house pay-
ment, with a relatively small amount, 
and wind up with making a big pay-
ment in the end. It is pretty difficult. 
I would like to have some charts to 
show that. 

But when I have talked about that, 
and the fact that we could pay off the 
national debt in a 30-year period, I 
have also mentioned there are emer-
gencies. Emergencies would work just 
like a house loan as well. Emergencies 
would be that second mortgage you 
have to take out every once in a while. 
It would not be a 30-year loan plan; it 
would have to be a short-loan plan, but 
it would have to be taken care of, too. 

On our budgeting, I want to talk 
about emergencies because another pet 
peeve of mine with emergencies is, we 
know in this country every year there 
will be about $6 billion spent on emer-
gencies. Some of them are drought, 
some of them are tornadoes. There are 
lots of different kinds of disasters that 
happen in this country. 

We do not know where disasters will 
happen. We cannot prevent disasters 

from happening. But we know those 
disasters are going to cost about $6 bil-
lion. It is something we ought to build 
into the budget. I am hoping I can sell 
51 people on doing that. 

War is different. It isn’t something 
we know will happen each and every 
year. It is something that happens once 
in a while. We would prefer if it never 
happened. 

There were comments that in this 
budget there isn’t a dime for this war. 
I have explained why there isn’t. But I 
do want to point out to the people of 
America, when we sent those troops 
over there, we sent them with supplies, 
we sent them with ammunition, we 
sent them with arms. That is the best 
equipped army we have ever had in the 
field in the history of the United 
States. You cannot send them there 
without paying for it. So getting them 
there, having them equipped, having 
them in a war is included in what we 
have done. 

Now, how long it lasts, and what hap-
pens afterwards, we are going to get a 
supplemental budget on that. But we 
are not going to get the supplemental 
budget today. Hopefully, they will hold 
off a day or two, at least, to see what 
kind of a war we have over there. 
Daily, the ability to predict will be bet-
ter, the ability to predict the expense 
will be better. That is why we do emer-
gency supplemental budgets. 

We just had an amendment that was 
offered that deals with homeland secu-
rity and some additional expenses on 
that. We started putting that in as a 
specific item this year. We have been 
doing homeland security for the his-
tory of the country, but because of 
September 11, that became ever more 
critical and we needed to have a de-
partment for homeland security. We es-
calated homeland security to the point 
of having its own department with its 
own security. 

Now, for those of my colleagues, or 
anyone else who might be listening, 
you will recall we spent an awful lot of 
time, last year, talking about the need 
for homeland security. And it got de-
layed and it got delayed and it got fili-
bustered and it got delayed. And now 
the side that delayed it is trying to 
look as if they are the prime homeland 
security folks. It is not fair. 

We can try and outspend each other 
to try to show we are more dedicated 
to homeland security than the other 
side. I think the way the debate has 
gone in the past shows how that works. 

We do have a department for home-
land security. The Department of 
Homeland Security has said what mon-
eys they think are needed. That is in 
the package. As the alerts change, we 
may get supplementary requests on 
homeland security. We will have to re-
spond to those. Hopefully, they will not 
get built into the budget as an every-
year expense, just like war. 

One of the reasons we budget for war 
through an emergency supplemental 
budget is because we do not want it 
built into the base. We do not want the 
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American people to anticipate we are 
going to have war every year, and it is 
going to be the same cost. That is not 
good budgeting. The regular budget has 
the regular items in it that you do on 
a regular basis. It isn’t a war budget. 
Wars are not done on a regular basis in 
a regular way for a regular expense, 
and hopefully they never will. 

Now, on homeland security, there 
were some comments about the need to 
do more for the cities and the counties 
and the States. I want to do more for 
the cities and the counties and the 
States. 

I used to be a mayor. I was the mayor 
of a boomtown in Wyoming that just 
about quadrupled in size while I was 
mayor. There were a lot of things that 
had to be taken care of, additional 
sewer, water, streets, basic things, in-
creasing the fire department, increas-
ing the police department. I did not do 
that on my own. The community did 
not do it on its own. It had help. It had 
help from the bottom to the State. 

The Feds did not get into it much. 
That is because every expense in this 
country is not a Federal expense. Some 
of the expenses are a local expense. The 
benefits go to the people at the local 
level. The people at the local level un-
derstand those benefits better. They 
provide for them, for the most part, 
themselves. I kind of object to us giv-
ing people the impression that we do 
that. 

I know the cities and the counties 
and the States are hurting out there. 
We want to work with them to make 
things as easy as possible. But that 
should not make the budget the prime 
spot for bailing everything out. Yes, we 
have a responsibility. Yes, we need to 
take care of it. But we talk about these 
things as though the Federal Govern-
ment were the prime supplier of every-
thing. 

Education is the most important 
thing after defense. But education is 
one of those areas where we try to 
make it look like we do a lot, and like 
we could do a lot more. And we can. 
But we used to provide about 7 percent 
of the money. I think we are up to 
about 8.6 percent now of the money 
that is spent for schools. It is really 
the people paying the taxes to their 
schools who get the schools. And we 
add a little bit to it. A lot of it is some 
new programs we think are pretty 
fancy and sound good, and we think 
they will help education. 

But with that 8.6 percent that we 
provide for education, we force more 
than 50 percent of the paperwork. We 
keep them so busy doing paperwork, 
they cannot do the job of working with 
the kids they ought to be doing. 

Now, we tried to change that in the 
No Child Left Behind legislation. I 
think we made a good start on it. 
There is more that we can do. There is 
more that we will do at the Federal 
level. But I wish we would not give ev-
erybody the impression that the Fed-
eral Government provides everything 
because it leads them to expecting the 

Federal Government to provide every-
thing, when, in fact, they ought to be 
giving themselves more credit for the 
job they are doing. And looking around 
their community—I don’t care how big 
of a city you are in, I don’t care if you 
are in New York City—there is still a 
community, the people you know 
around you. 

I think one of the things that hap-
pened with September 11 is that sense 
of community increased. People sud-
denly became more interested in their 
neighbors and helping their neighbors.

There is a tremendous amount that 
can be done with community. That is 
where it starts. We are beginning to 
get the impression that the Federal 
Government prints the money so the 
Federal Government can provide all of 
the money that is necessary. We could, 
if we wanted to, go broke. So we have 
to solve the problems at all levels and 
not immediately escalate every cost to 
a Federal cost. 

The final thing that has been brought 
up a number of times over the last day, 
and particularly today, is the economic 
package the President has suggested. 
There have been comments that we 
should not be doing an economic pack-
age. Of course, they don’t like to call it 
an economic package. There are no 
ideas for stimulus coming from the 
people calling it a tax cut. They don’t 
want to talk about the economic pack-
age right now. 

Let me tell you what the budget 
process is. The budget process is where 
we say what the goals are for the next 
year for the regular operation of the 
country—not the emergency, not the 
war, the regular operation. One of the 
things we have said is that the econ-
omy is down. We need to do whatever 
we can to boost that economy. It is one 
of the things we have to worry about. 
It is one of the things we in Congress 
have to worry about. 

How do you go about doing that? 
Well, one of the things is to do a budg-
et. A budget is not a vote on the eco-
nomic package. The budget is the vote 
on the possibilities we have for the 
next year. It sets down rules that gov-
ern how we will pass legislation the 
rest of this year. I don’t want anybody 
to get the impression that we are pass-
ing an economic package this week. We 
need to pass the budget so the consid-
eration of an economic package can go 
on. We need to pass that. But the real 
debate on the economic package comes 
when the economic package comes up. 

If we chip away at it here and chip 
away at it there and put it into other 
things that we think are our priorities, 
then we have limited the possibilities 
for a solid economic plan for America. 
Most of that tactic is designed to get 
to the rhetoric that the tax cut will go 
to the rich. 

It is a plan to get jobs, and jobs will 
go to everybody—not just new jobs, but 
keeping the job they have now. That is 
really the biggest concern people have. 
Those who have a job want to make 
sure they keep it. Those who do not 
want to make sure they have one. 

That is what we want to do with an 
economic plan. We are trying to figure 
out the best possible economic plan we 
can put together. The President has 
said it needs to be $726 billion. I think 
we have $698 billion in the package, but 
that is an upper limit, not an actual 
package, not the final result. What we 
need to do is pass the regular budget so 
we can do the regular authorization 
work and the regular debate so we can 
get to appropriations by October 1. 
That is how long of a timeframe we are 
working on. 

Why do we need to work on it now? 
Why should we, like the rest of Amer-
ica, keep working today? Because we 
have a job to do that includes this 
budget, a whole bunch of authorization 
bills, and then finally 13 appropriations 
bills. Now 13 appropriations bills nor-
mally take us 1 to 2 weeks per bill. So 
you can see if we are going to have 
that done by what the statute says, Oc-
tober 1, what the administration is re-
lying on of October 1, we need to be 
meeting a timeframe right now. Statu-
torily it says this has to be done by 
April 15. That is just the budget part. 
That isn’t where we even get to what 
the dollars per specific item are.

Last year we didn’t have a budget. 
That kept us from getting the author-
izations done. That kept us from get-
ting the appropriations done timely. 
We didn’t get them voted on until the 
end of July. We didn’t get them 
conferenced until February, and we did 
not get them signed until February 20, 
which was very shortly after the con-
ference was done. That is the earliest 
the President could sign them, Feb-
ruary 20. People are talking about how 
No Child Left Behind doesn’t have 
enough money. Well, how would they 
know whether they have enough money 
or not? None of it was released until 
February 20. 

We cannot get in that position again. 
This Budget Committee is determined 
to make sure we will get it done in a 
timely manner and that as soon as 
there is a supplemental budget—and I 
do hope it is a couple of days into this 
so there is a better indication of how 
long it is going to take, what it is 
going to cost, how much damage has 
been done over there—then we will se-
riously look at that supplemental bill. 
But in the meantime, like the rest of 
America, I hope we will keep on doing 
our regular work while they do their 
regular work, so America and the war 
can be successful. 

I yield the floor and retain the re-
mainder of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, having been 
delegated authority by Senator 
CONRAD, I yield 20 minutes off the 
amendment to the Senator from North 
Dakota, Mr. DORGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
respond to a few of the things said this 
morning and also talk generally about 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 01:44 Mar 21, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G20MR6.029 S20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4058 March 20, 2003
the budget resolution. This budget res-
olution has been called an economic 
package, something focusing on jobs. 
In fact, this budget resolution doesn’t 
add up. It cannot possibly be serious in 
its attempt to address what is hap-
pening and what is wrong in this coun-
try. 

Let me use one chart to show what 
kind of a resolution we have before us. 
Skyrocketing deficits as far as the eye 
can see, a virtual ocean of red ink as 
far as the eye can see. I want to ask a 
question with respect to a budget pro-
posal that comes to the floor at this 
moment in our history that says our 
major priority is a long-term perma-
nent tax cut, and the most significant 
part of that priority is to exempt divi-
dends from taxation. The implication 
of that, of course, is to say, in terms of 
our values, let’s decide to keep taxing 
work but exempt investment. So let’s 
tax work but exempt investment. I 
don’t understand that. 

But I especially don’t understand it 
when there is a single U.S. soldier in 
the mountains of Afghanistan or a sin-
gle U.S. soldier in the sands in Iraq, 
that we in this country would not say 
we are prepared to spend whatever is 
necessary of our tax dollars to support 
those soldiers. We must do our part. 

Yesterday I was in a hearing in the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee. 
The Chief of Staff of the Army was tes-
tifying, along with the Secretary of the 
Army. I was asking the various ques-
tions my friend and colleague from Wy-
oming just discussed. What are some of 
these things going to cost. I fully un-
derstand we don’t know exactly what is 
going to happen with respect to Iraq 
and what that will cost. I don’t under-
stand why there are not in this budget 
provisions to pay for the war on ter-
rorism. 

We know that is an ongoing war that 
began a couple years ago, and it is 
going to go on for a long while. And 
you know that the Defense Department 
is now taking money out of its other 
accounts in order to cover its costs for 
a war on terrorism. They know that 
war will continue in the next fiscal 
year. But they won’t request money for 
it at this point in the budget before us. 

We know that American presence 
will continue in Afghanistan in the 
next fiscal year. But the request for 
money for that will not be in this budg-
et. 

You can make a pretty decent case 
that we don’t know what it is going to 
cost with respect to Iraq.

You cannot make a case that the war 
on terrorism and the efforts in Afghan-
istan should not be part of this budget. 
Of course they should. I understand 
that sometime—I think it is antici-
pated in the next 24 hours—we are 
going to receive a supplemental budget 
request—I am told it is somewhere in 
the neighborhood of between $70 billion 
and $100 billion—asking for that 
amount of additional money. We are 
told, although that has been put to-
gether in the Department of Defense 

and elsewhere, they do not intend to 
show it to us in Congress until we fin-
ish our discussions about the Federal 
budget. 

I do not understand that. People keep 
saying this place should be run like a 
business. Is this the way you run a 
business? If a board of directors is 
making critical financial decisions 
about the company and you say, Oh, by 
the way, there is another very big piece 
out there, $60 billion to $70 billion to 
$100 billion, but we are not going to tell 
you what it is, we are not going to send 
it to you until you have actually com-
pleted your budget for next year, that 
is preposterous. Everyone knows that. 
It does not make any sense. 

We have an economic plan in this 
country that is just not working. Mr. 
President, 2.5 million people have lost 
their jobs in the last couple of years. 
Our economy is sputtering. What used 
to be a strong, vibrant, growing econ-
omy is now an economy that is sput-
tering, not doing well at all, with peo-
ple losing their jobs and budget sur-
pluses turned to budget deficits. 

It does not matter that we should 
spend time here talking about who did 
what. What matters is we should spend 
time talking about how do we fix what 
is wrong and how do we put our coun-
try back on track. And on the edge of 
war with Iraq, we are told in this budg-
et document today, tomorrow, and this 
weekend apparently, that the highest 
priority is for us to enact very large 
permanent tax cuts, the most signifi-
cant part of which is an exemption for 
taxes on dividends. 

I, for the life of me, do not under-
stand that. Is that doing our part in a 
national emergency? Is that doing our 
part? Is that a message to the Amer-
ican soldiers: You go risk your lives, 
but we will not support you with our 
tax dollars? What we will do is spend 
money and charge it, and you come 
back, having risked your life, and you 
also inherit the burden of paying the 
taxes to support it because we would 
not do it. That is not fair. That is not 
right. That is not doing our part. 

Again, as long as there are soldiers in 
Afghanistan or soldiers going into Iraq, 
we ought not be doing this. We ought 
to put together a budget that adds up. 

I just came from a hearing this morn-
ing, I say to my colleague from Wyo-
ming, on appropriations for the Forest 
Service. Does my colleague know what 
they did to the Forest Service? We had 
massive problems with forest fires all 
around the country last year. They are 
deciding to cut the number of fire-
fighters by much more than one-half. 
Does anybody think that is justifiable? 
Of course it is not justifiable. It is gim-
micks and games. We do not have any 
intention of cutting the number of fire-
fighters who fight forest fires in half. 

When those fires rage across this 
country in America’s forests, as they 
have in the last several years, we have 
a proposal to cut the number of fire-
fighters in the Forest Service in half? I 
do not understand that. Are Mr. Dan-

iels and those at the OMB with these 
tiny little pencils and microscopic eye-
glasses not able to think at all? Are 
they the ones everyone says know the 
cost of everything and the value of 
nothing? Where on Earth is the value 
system in proposals such as this? I just 
do not understand it.

This country, at this moment, owes 
it to the men and women who are pre-
pared to wage war for America to be 
honest as we approach these budgets. 
This budget is not an appropriate budg-
et at all. We have an economy that is 
in desperate trouble and soldiers about 
to fight, and we are telling them: Oh, 
by the way, it is our intention to spend 
money we do not have on things we do 
not need and charge you the balance, 
and, by the way, we have the biggest 
amount of expenditure that is coming 
up, but we won’t tell anybody what it 
is because we want to wait until we get 
the budget done, and then we will get a 
$100 billion bill and let you gnash your 
teeth over that. By the way, a fair 
amount of that should have been in 
this budget for the next fiscal year, but 
we do not want to tell you what that 
cost is either because in the next fiscal 
year we will give you another surprise 
and ask you to pass that on an emer-
gency basis. 

That is no way to budget. It is no 
way to run a business and no way to 
run a Government, and everybody un-
derstands it. 

Because my colleague mentioned the 
No Child Left Behind Act, I cannot 
help but respond to that issue with re-
spect to budgeting, expenditures, and 
cost. The basic notion of the Presi-
dent’s proposal of no child left behind 
is accountability. Schools should be ac-
countable for that which they spend to 
educate America’s children. I agree 
with that. But we passed legislation 
saying no child left behind with the im-
plied comments of everyone, including 
the President, that they would fund 
that which was necessary to make it 
work. The No Child Left Behind Act 
was enacted, but the President left the 
funding behind. 

I introduced legislation in the Con-
gress to say there ought to be a mora-
torium on the deadlines in that legisla-
tion until two things happen: One, we 
have the funding to make that work; 
and, two, until we see the implementa-
tion of that with the flexibility that is 
necessary, so that we do not have the 
same template put over a rural school 
in a small town in Wyoming and North 
Dakota as is put over a school in an 
inner city that has different needs. I 
will give an example. 

If you have a great teacher—I mean a 
great teacher—teaching in his or her 
minor, who has taught in it for 12 
years, does a terrific job, teaches chil-
dren very well, do we really believe we 
ought to tell that school district that 
does not have the money, by the way, 
that it must hire a teacher in their 
major to replace a teacher who teaches 
very well in that teacher’s minor and is 
producing students who are well edu-
cated? Is that what we want? Or do we 
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want basic flexibility? I think we want 
basic flexibility. 

I came from a school with 4 grades, 40 
kids, and I graduated in a high school 
class of 9. If someone came to that high 
school and said every class taught 
needs to be taught by the teacher in 
the teacher’s major, that school dis-
trict does not have anywhere near the 
capability to make that happen. So we 
need to make that work, but it will not 
work with respect to this kind of budg-
et dealing with education. The needs 
are not meeting the implied promises 
given when we passed that legislation. 

Let me mention a couple of other 
issues with respect to the economy. I 
wish, and all Americans wish, this 
economy were growing, and growing 
rapidly, expanding so jobs and opportu-
nities would exist for all Americans. 
That, regrettably, has not been the 
case. 

About 2 years ago, the President pro-
posed a $1.7 trillion tax cut, and some 
of us said: Things are good, times are 
good, we see big budget surpluses in 
the Federal Government, but we ought 
to be a bit conservative. Maybe we 
ought not jump to have permanent tax 
cuts of $1.7 trillion over the 10-year pe-
riod. Maybe what we ought to do is be 
a bit more conservative and do it incre-
mentally. They said: No, the President 
wants it this way and had the votes to 
make it happen. So we did. 

What happened after that vote was 
taken and we had this permanent large 
tax cut? The first thing that happened 
was we discovered we were in a reces-
sion and less revenue was coming into 
the Federal Government. Second, on 
September 11, we had a devastating 
terrorist attack against our country. 
Then we had the most significant cor-
porate scandals in a long time. At the 
same time we were fighting a war 
against terrorism, the stock market 
collapsed and the tech bubble burst. All 
of these came to the same intersection 
at the same time, dramatically affect-
ing this country’s economy. 

What was intended to be large budget 
surpluses in our future became very 
large budget deficits that are growing 
and growing worse. What is the re-
sponse to that, even as we have addi-
tional foreign policy challenges, a war 
with Iraq, very serious problems in 
North Korea, and a continued war with 
respect to terrorism and dramatic new 
needs with respect to homeland secu-
rity? What is the response? The re-
sponse by the majority party and the 
President is to bring the budget to the 
floor of the Senate and say none of 
that matters; what matters is we have 
more large permanent tax cuts. That is 
not doing our part for national secu-
rity. It is not doing our part, in my 
judgment, to support our soldiers. 

We would be wise to put together a 
budget that adds up, one that works, 
one that invests in the future, and one 
that says to the American soldiers: 
You are not the only ones fighting this 
war. This country is behind you, and 
we are doing our part.

We are not going to send you off to 
battle and then bring you home to pay 
the bill. That ought to be our responsi-
bility. This budget resolution is wrong 
and everyone knows it. 

We are going to have a whole series 
of votes on choices because, after all, 
budgets are simply a series of choices. 
Let me describe, for example, one other 
choice. 

I am going to offer an amendment re-
lating to our country’s trade deficit. 
We not only have the largest budget 
deficits in history at this moment, we 
also have the largest trade deficit in 
history—$470 billion in 2002. 

Every single day, seven days a week, 
nearly $1.5 billion more in goods are 
brought into this country than we ship 
out. Think of that. 

One can make a case on the budget 
deficit that perhaps that is a deficit we 
owe to ourselves. One cannot make 
that case with the trade deficit. That is 
a deficit we owe to other countries and 
one that we will inevitably repay with 
a lower standard of living unless we re-
solve these trade issues. 

We now have a $103 billion trade def-
icit with China. So you would think 
that our government has a good num-
ber of people working to address that 
huge deficit. Guess again. We have just 
19 people in the Market Access and 
Compliance Section at the Department 
of Commerce, whose job it is to pry 
open these foreign markets in China 
that are closed to U.S. producers. We 
have a $103 billion trade deficit with 
China, and we have 19 people working 
on it. We have a $70 billion trade deficit 
with Japan. It has been that way every 
year as long as we can remember. We 
have 10 people working down at Market 
Access and Compliance trying to pry 
open markets in Japan. 

We have a thirteen billion dollar def-
icit with Korea. We have two and 
three-fourths people—that is what they 
say, two and three-fourths, working to 
deal with trade barriers to U.S. prod-
ucts in the Korean market. I do not 
know how one gets three-fourths of a 
person. I guess when you are dealing 
with trade, the laws of nature don’t 
apply. 

With Europe, we have an $82 billion 
trade deficit, and only 15 people work-
ing on that. 

Despite our debate about budgets and 
all of the mantra and chanting that 
goes on about economic growth, our 
country is not going to do well unless 
we straighten out this trade mess. The 
manufacturing sector cannot be deci-
mated in the strongest economy on 
Earth without serious consequences in 
the long term. Jobs cannot be shipped 
overseas, as well as factories, and a dis-
mantling of the manufacturing sector, 
which is exactly what is happening in 
our country, without having very sub-
stantial problems. 

The reason I mention all this is I am 
going to offer an amendment that adds 
money to Market Access and Compli-
ance, which says: Let us address the 
trade issues by demanding, by requir-

ing, and by having the people to fight 
for the open markets overseas for our 
producers. We do not do that. We are 
weak-kneed in this country. We lack 
backbone and spine to deal with these 
trade issues. 

I will give you a couple of examples. 
We had trade negotiators negotiate 
with China. This is an example of a bad 
agreement. Our trade negotiators nego-
tiated with China and they agreed that 
after a phase-in of some years, China 
would be allowed to impose tariffs on 
U.S. automobiles sold in China 10 times 
the amount of tariffs that we would 
impose on any Chinese automobiles 
sold in the United States. Think of 
that. Our negotiators agreed to that. I 
think that is nuts. 

How about Korea? Anybody know 
how many cars we sent to Korea last 
year? The United States of America 
shipped 2,800 cars to the country of 
Korea. How many Korean cars were 
shipped to the United States? Over 
600,000 cars came from Korea to the 
United States. We shipped 2,800 back. 
Want to know why? Is it because Kore-
ans do not want to drive American 
cars? Absolutely not. It is because the 
Korean Government does not want 
American cars, so we have one-way 
trade and that means our jobs are gone 
and there is this decimation of our 
manufacturing capacity. It has to stop. 

I am going to offer an amendment, 
and we are going to see if people care 
about the issue of trade and supporting 
America’s manufacturers. We are going 
to see who wants to stop this nonsense 
of shipping jobs overseas so that 14-
year-olds can work 14 hours a day and 
get paid 14 cents an hour so that U.S. 
workers are told you have to compete 
with that, and if you cannot compete 
with it in Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, 
Los Angeles, or Fargo, then those jobs 
are going to be gone permanently. That 
is not fair trade. 

Any budget that we pass is going to 
be irrelevant in the context of this 
country’s economic problems if it does 
not address the basic trade imbalance 
of $470 billion in one year. 

Thirty years ago, we had a $3 billion 
trade deficit in one quarter, and it was 
considered a crisis. These days we can-
not get anybody to look at this. But 
countless people are impacted by it; 
the people who woke up this morning 
who did not have to dress for work be-
cause their jobs are gone. They had to 
tell their family: I am a hard worker, I 
do good work, but my manufacturing 
plant was moved overseas and I no 
longer have a job. 

Millions of people have experienced 
that, and they are told by too many in 
this Congress and too many others who 
fight for bad trade policies that they 
have to compete in circumstances 
where fair competition does not exist. 

So I am going to offer an amendment 
with respect to market access and com-
pliance, saying if we have a $470 billion 
trade deficit, we ought to have a lot of 
folks prying open these foreign mar-
kets, and dealing with unfair trade 
practices. 
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The fact is, we hardly have anybody 

working on it. There are a bunch of 
people going off making goofy agree-
ments on behalf of this country, selling 
out American farmers and selling out 
manufacturers because they do not 
care very much, and then when the 
agreement is done, even if it is a bad 
agreement, if there is some ability to 
enforce it, we do not have anybody who 
wants to enforce it anyway. 

I ask for 5 additional minutes by 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 20 minutes. 

Mr. REID. By the authority of the 
ranking member, Senator LAUTENBERG 
is to be recognized for up to 20 minutes, 
time off the resolution. Senator NICK-
LES does not want the amendment of-
fered. It takes unanimous consent to 
just speak about the amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes. 

Mr. REID. That would be fine, but I 
would like the Senator from New Jer-
sey, who has waited some time to be 
recognized—Senator ENZI, the Senator 
is going to be recognized for 5 more 
minutes, followed by Senator LAUTEN-
BERG to be recognized for up to 20 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will 
probably not use all the 5 minutes. I 
know my colleague wishes to speak. 

There are so many other issues of 
choices, especially bad choices, with 
respect to these budget resolutions we 
are discussing. 

The budget resolution brought to us 
from the committee has large, biting, 
permanent budget deficits. It includes 
very large tax cuts. At a time when we 
are asking this country to sacrifice, es-
pecially with its sons and daughters, at 
a time when we are sending America’s 
sons and daughters to war, this Con-
gress is saying we will have our sons 
and daughters make tough choices, but 
we will not make tough choices. It is 
not the fair thing to do. I do not want 
those soldiers to come back to bear the 
burden of the costs of a war we would 
not cover. 

A little over a year ago, I was in Af-
ghanistan. I recall visiting on the edge 
of Afghanistan an old Soviet airbase. I 
believe it was called Kanabad. At that 
Soviet airbase, we had soldiers. At that 
point, there were still a lot of activi-
ties in Afghanistan when we fought the 
Taliban and kicked the Taliban out of 
Afghanistan. We were then searching 
for al-Qaida and Osama bin Laden. 
When I visited that base and spoke to 
the soldiers, the men and women living 
in a tent city were walking around in 
mud up to their ankles, snow, condi-
tions that were not good, but I could 
see the pride in their eyes. They under-
stood why they were there. They un-
derstood what they were doing for 
their country, and they were proud of 
it, and this country is proud of them. 

They are still in Afghanistan. Fortu-
nately, the fighting does not present 

itself these days so much in Afghani-
stan. We have been remarkably suc-
cessful in Afghanistan and hopefully 
we will restore the new government 
under Mr. Karzai. The fact is, we still 
have troops in Afghanistan. We are pre-
pared to move troops into Iraq. Some 
are perhaps there, others perhaps in a 
day or so. It seems to me our obliga-
tion to those, especially the mostly 
young men and women who have been 
taken from this country, away from 
their families, and who said, ‘‘let me 
serve, I will go,’’ who are risking their 
lives for this country, our obligation is 
to be talking about the realities of 
what this country faces. To say to 
those soldiers the sacrifice is not only 
yours, it is a national sacrifice. 

When someone asks, What do you do 
for the war, you say I get a dividend 
tax exemption? We had Warren Buffett 
come to the Congress a week and a half 
ago. He is the second richest man in 
the world. He said: If you provide a tax 
exemption for dividends, which is in 
this resolution, I will actually benefit 
to the tune of about $400 million a 
year. He said: But it won’t make any 
sense for the country. It will not help 
the economy and I don’t support it. 

Why on Earth would we be doing this 
when we ought to be supporting our 
troops? When the troops are doing 
their part, in my judgment, we must do 
ours. We should support them with our 
tax dollars, even as they support us 
with their lives. That is what these dis-
cussions are about. 

The reason I decided to speak about 
this, my colleague said we do not have 
any idea what any of this costs. Non-
sense. We all know better than that. Of 
course we know what it will cost. We 
do not know the details. We know what 
the war against terrorism has cost. 

I was told yesterday by the Depart-
ment of the Army in an open hearing 
that amount of money to prosecute the 
war against terrorism has been taken 
out of the regular accounts because 
they have not been provided for and 
they will be in an emergency supple-
mental, but the war on terrorism is not 
a temporary event and it ought to be 
part of the regular budget. We know 
what is going to happen in Afghani-
stan. We will have troops there. We 
know what that will cost. It ought to 
be part of this budget and planning. We 
know it will cost some money; it al-
ready has in Iraq. But the administra-
tion is deliberately at this point decid-
ing not to allow anyone to see those 
numbers and they will not discuss 
them until we pass this budget. 

Why? I think we understand why. It 
will be a very big number. It is some-
thing we ought to be considering here, 
in my judgment. 

I asked the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, General Shinseki, about it yes-
terday. I didn’t press him because he 
got in very hot water a couple weeks 
ago. The published reports were that 
there were people in the Pentagon who 
wanted heads to roll because General 
Shinseki answered the question, What 

is this going to cost? He got in real 
trouble. 

It seems to me we ought to deal with 
all the facts and come up with a budget 
that adds up and works. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
New Jersey is recognized for 20 min-
utes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to talk about an amendment I plan 
to offer when the opportunity presents 
itself. My amendment establishes a re-
serve fund for national and homeland 
security. My amendment is cospon-
sored by Senators CONRAD and SCHU-
MER as well. 

This budget reminds me of a movie I 
saw some time ago, not intending to 
present any humor, but it is precise in 
what it says: ‘‘Show Me The Money.’’ 
Everyone understood immediately 
what they were talking about. Here we 
are, searching for the money to pay for 
our defense needs and the war with 
Iraq. It is nowhere to be found. 

I was the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee for several years. 
There is one thing you learned on that 
committee, simply wishing for money 
does not make it appear. This must 
come as a shock to people who in their 
regular lives try to set money aside for 
future expenses such as mortgages or 
tuition or rent or real estate taxes. We 
all have to budget for our critical 
needs. 

The war with Iraq has started. We see 
the pictures of our troops and you won-
der how they put up with the heat and 
the dust, the threat to their lives, the 
ominous presence, perhaps, of chemi-
cals or biological weapons. There is 
plenty to think about. But for God’s 
sake, we ought to think here about how 
we provide the money to prosecute 
that war. It has to sound strange to 
people listening to what is said in the 
Senate this morning. 

We have an obligation to tell the 
American people how much and where 
the money is going to come from to fi-
nance the war and to finance our do-
mestic security needs. At critical mo-
ments in history such as this, we ought 
to be truthful with the American peo-
ple about what it is we are doing. 

The truth is, this budget does not 
provide the funding to prosecute our 
war with Iraq. It is a simple equation. 
We are shortchanging national security 
spending and the costs of the war in 
order to protect a tax break, largely 
for the wealthiest. 

I want people to understand. We are 
going to prosecute the war, and we are 
going to do it fully, but we ought to 
tell the truth to the American people 
about how we are going to pay for it. 
The money to pay for this war is not 
provided in any place we look. It is a 
tax cut that people understand is going 
to the wealthiest among us. I want ev-
eryone to know the money that would 
be used to prosecute this war is going 
to go to another priority; that is, a tax 
cut for the wealthiest. A tax cut that, 
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as we heard from the Senator from 
North Dakota, a tax cut people with 
wealth typically do not need, and I can 
tell you most of them do not want it 
when they recognize it comes from the 
very foundation of our strength in this 
country. 

The Senate GOP plan ignores the 
cost of war. We are going to look at a 
supplemental, which is in addition to 
the budget, that was not planned for. 
But with less than a wink of an eye, ev-
eryone knows the war otherwise will 
not be prosecuted out of the funds 
available for the Defense Department. 
That is what we are looking at. From 
$60 billion to $95 billion is expected to 
be requested in a supplemental plan. 
The present Senate budget plan does 
not provide for any of it. 

My friends in the business world are 
people who run big companies, some of 
them little companies, but they run or-
ganizations and they know how impor-
tant it is to fund your critical needs. 

My amendment corrects a major 
problem with this budget. My col-
leagues may not realize that the Sen-
ate Republican budget resolution actu-
ally cuts defense spending by $103 bil-
lion below the President’s request. 

We have heard a great deal of talk 
about patriotism from the other side of 
the aisle. We have even seen it raised 
in the ugliest of fashions, in an elec-
tion where a triple amputee who lost 
his limbs in Vietnam was accused of 
lacking patriotism and lost the elec-
tion. Imagine, a triple amputee, a man 
left with one arm, the legs are gone, 
one arm is gone, and he is accused of 
being unpatriotic. Language flows 
loosely around here at times. 

We have heard a lot about putting 
national security and homeland first 
above all, and at times when the de-
fense budget was being prepared it was 
suggested if you challenged it, if you 
voiced some concern about it, if you 
questioned the tactic being used, there 
was an implied criticism that you were 
not being loyal, that you might be like 
the French. Talk is loose here. 

I served in another war, a long time 
ago, and they used to have a slogan 
‘‘loose lips sink ships.’’ Boy, we would 
not have a lot of ships afloat here. 

When you examine the details of this 
budget, it is apparent that it is tax 
cuts for the rich that have the highest 
priority. In fact, this budget cuts na-
tional security funding in order to pro-
vide those tax cuts to the wealthy. 

I had a business career before I came 
here. Thank goodness for the American 
opportunity, we succeeded beyond our 
wildest dreams. We were three poor 
kids from working-class families in 
Patterson, NJ. The company did very 
well. Today a company that we started 
employs 40,000 people.

Mr. President, it is obvious that a 
company with that kind of growth, 
that kind of success, produced some 
wealth for the founders. It did. And I 
can tell you I do not want a tax cut for 
myself and I don’t think people in my 
position ought to have tax cuts right 

now. America has been good enough to 
us that we do not need the tax cut. We 
need a strong country. We need a har-
monious population where people know 
they are being treated fairly and that 
we are not putting everything else 
aside so we can give a tax cut to people 
who neither need it and in most cases 
don’t want it. 

There are sleight of hand maneuvers 
in this budget. If you look at the years 
2004 through 2008, the Republican budg-
et projects defense spending at the 
level requested by the President. But 
in the last 5 years of the budget win-
dow, from 2009 through 2013, the Repub-
lican budget resolution actually cuts 
$103 billion below the levels CBO, the 
Congressional Budget Office, estimates 
would be required just to maintain de-
fense spending in real terms at the 
level the President proposed. During 
those latter 5 years, where is that 
missing $103 billion going? The answer 
is—I don’t want to be repetitive, but 
this is so hard to understand, so impos-
sible to conceive that we have to say it 
a lot because it does not get through. 
But maybe, just maybe, the American 
people will hear this clearly enough to 
say:

Hey, listen, I have heard some pretty good 
presentations this morning.

I am discounting mine. I am talking 
about others here.

They keep talking about this tax cut for 
the wealthy.

That is what we are talking about, 
Mr. and Mrs. American citizen. That is 
what we are talking about. The tax cut 
in this bill over 10 years will cost this 
country $1.4 trillion. 

Are we cutting defense for this tax 
cut? Whom does that help? Let’s look 
at the facts about the President’s tax 
proposal. Almost half of all tax filers, 
49 percent of them, would receive tax 
cuts of less than $100. That doesn’t do 
much for people’s standard of living. 

The average tax cut for the bottom 80 
percent of tax filers would be $226. That 
is the average tax cut. By contrast, the 
top 1 percent of tax filers would receive 
an average tax cut of $24,100. But those 
who are at the tippy top, with incomes 
of more than $1 million, would get tax 
cuts averaging $90,200. That could 
make a difference in one’s standard of 
living, but not for those folks, they are 
already living at that scale. That is 
why I call it skewed towards the 
wealthy. 

As for another part of the tax cut 
proposal, the dividend tax cut, nearly 
70 percent of the benefits would flow to 
the top 5 percent of our tax filers, and 
the top 1 percent would receive 46 per-
cent of the benefits—1 percent would 
receive 46 percent of the benefits, near-
ly half of the benefit to the top 1 per-
cent. 

So the priorities are quite clear: Tax 
cuts for the wealthy first; national se-
curity, when it comes to the money, 
further down the list. That is just plain 
wrong. 

There is a reason it is being handled 
that way. I do not suggest lack of pa-

triotism, lack of loyalty, lack of con-
viction on this war. I just know that in 
the planning, in the machinations that 
go toward developing the budget, what 
happens is someone says: Hey, guys, do 
you know what happens? If we don’t 
get that tax cut in the total package, 
we are not going to get it. It is just not 
going to happen. It’s a lot easier to get 
money for the war, a lot easier to get 
money for our defense, homeland de-
fense needs. We can get that in
supplementals or other places. A tax 
cut, we had better get that now, while 
we can. 

The President laid out his request for 
accomplishing these goals. But what 
did the Senate Republican budget do? 
It sacrificed funding for national secu-
rity in order to provide tax cuts for the 
rich, as I explained. The process took 
over. To make matters worse, this 
budget ignores the fact that we have 
gone to war. Every one of us is glued to 
the news, whether it is the papers or 
television or radio or whatever it is; we 
want to know what is happening with 
our troops. We worry. We heard about a 
Black Hawk helicopter that went 
down. I know I must speak for every-
body. We are holding our breath until 
we learn that those who were carried in 
that helicopter were rescued. 

The White House has told the press 
that it will happen, that we are going 
to need the money. Again, I used to be 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, so I know my colleagues on 
that committee read the newspaper. 

The administration is about to send 
up a war supplemental request to us of 
between $60 and $95 billion. It is not in 
the budget, it is supplemental. It is 
extra. You can make the case pretty 
easily. It is one thing to make the case 
because of the need. It is another thing 
to make the case because you want to 
put the funds that are available in a lot 
of rich persons’ pockets. 

This war and its aftermath will cost 
a lot of money. Estimates are that the 
reconstruction of Iraq could cost $30 
billion over 10 years. Every year of 
Iraqi occupation could cost between $17 
billion and $46 billion. As far as this 
budget is concerned, apparently it 
doesn’t see any of it happening. So we 
ignore the war in the budget, we cut 
national security spending. Why? Sim-
ply because it seems, in the eyes of the 
administration, the most important 
agenda is to provide tax cuts to the 
wealthiest Americans at the cost of 
other priorities. 

My amendment makes it clear that 
tax cuts should not take priority over 
every other need. My amendment re-
stores the 2009 through 2013 national 
security cuts in the budget resolution. 
The amendment moves $103 billion in 
budget authority and $88 billion in out-
lays into a reserve fund for national se-
curity and homeland security. To off-
set the cost of this critical reserve 
fund, my amendment simply goes to 
the tax cut and reduces it by $88 billion 
during the same period, so we can take 
that cash from the tax cut—again, 
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most of it going to the wealthiest—and 
put it into the most vital need we have 
right now, and that is to make sure 
that every penny we can put together 
to make sure our people in the field, 
those who are fighting, know we will 
do everything we must by way of fi-
nancing to make sure they have every 
tool available, they have all the pro-
tections they need. That is where to 
put the money. 

We are faced with a clear choice. My 
amendment says our Nation’s national 
security is far more important than 
tax cuts for the wealthy. I hope when 
we have a chance to present the 
amendment, my colleagues will sup-
port voting for national and homeland 
security by voting for the amendment. 

In the war I fought in a long time 
ago, we used to talk to the public 
about what they had to do to prosecute 
the war, to provide for our defenses. 

This poster shows its age by the way 
the characters are drawn. It says: 
‘‘BUY WAR BONDS.’’ I think they were 
$25 at their least price. It said: Every-
body has to kick in. Everybody has to 
do their share. Do what you can to help 
us conduct ourselves in our defense as 
proudly, as forcefully, as we can. That 
is what it is about. 

And here we are ashamed to ask the 
richest among us to sacrifice their 
$90,000 on a $1 million income? Wait, 
make more money. Warren Buffet ad-
dressed a group of Senators the other 
day, and he said: I love paying taxes 
because every time I pay taxes, it 
means there is more money left in my 
pocket. Pretty simple. And that is how 
we ought to face our responsibilities 
now: Tell the truth to the American 
people, I say to my colleagues on the 
other side. Tell the truth about how 
you plan to use the money that other-
wise would currently be available to 
prosecute the war. 

Maybe we would not even have to do 
a supplemental. There are times when 
we are mystified by the arguments pre-
sented on one side or the other. I am 
sure that happens with our Republican 
friends when it is a Democratic pro-
posal. The fact is, these figures that 
are generated here have been reviewed 
by the distinguished committees of 
people who study budgets as a profes-
sional thing, as an organizational com-
mitment. They tell us: Look, all you 
have to do is look at the lines, look at 
the years. 

Right now, everything looks OK. Get 
out to about 2007, and you see what 
happens. The President’s budget is one 
thing; in the Senate GOP plan—that is, 
the budgeteer’s, the majority’s plan in 
the Budget Committee—they have 
something else. They show they cannot 
meet the President’s number. 

The tragedy of this kind of a debate 
is that we have to confront one an-
other. I believe this is a time when the 
last thing on the list of priorities 
ought to be tax cuts going largely to 
the wealthiest among us. 

Let’s stand up and do what is right. 
Let’s send all that we have right now: 

commit it, reserve it, make it such 
that it cannot be touched anyplace 
else. 

I hope when we have a chance to re-
view the amendment, we will see the 
thought has prevailed that says: Hey, 
they could be right on this one. Let’s 
send it all into our defense needs which 
are so heavy right now. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRAHAM of South Carolina). Who yields 
time? 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Arkansas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank my col-

league. 
Mr. President, as the daughter of a 

veteran and the granddaughter of two 
grandfathers who served in the war, 
and the mother of two small boys, I 
want to say how proud I am of the men 
and women who serve in our Armed 
Forces in this great country, those who 
go to the front lines to defend the free-
doms and the conveniences we enjoy 
here every day. 

They have done a tremendous job, 
and they continue to do a tremendous 
job. I want them to all know that our 
thoughts and prayers and, more impor-
tantly, our pride is with each and every 
one of them as they perform a mission 
on our behalf. 

I also rise today on behalf of the men 
and women who serve our Nation as 
members of the National Guard and 
Reserves, who are out there today, as 
well, defending our rights and our free-
doms. 

I am going to discuss an amendment 
that I will offer, when the time be-
comes appropriate, with Senator 
LANDRIEU, with a tremendous amount 
of help and background from many 
other Senators who have worked on 
this issue, particularly Senator 
LEAHY—an amendment that will bring 
members of the National Guard and 
Reserve into the TRICARE health care 
program. 

Currently, Guard and Reserve fami-
lies cannot enroll in the TRICARE pro-
gram unless the Guard or Reserve 
member is activated with orders last-
ing over 30 days. 

Our amendment would allow mem-
bers of the Guard and Reserves, as well 
as their families, to sign up for 
TRICARE health care coverage at any 
time regardless of whether the Guard 
or Reserve is activated. 

This amendment is paid for by reduc-
ing the size of the proposed tax cut by 
$20.3 billion over 10 years. Specifically, 
these numbers are backed up by a GAO 
report on this subject that was author-
ized by the fiscal year 2002 National 
Defense Authorization Act. And the 
study was completed in September of 
2002. So we have the numbers to back 
up what we want to do on behalf of 
these incredible men and women in the 
National Guard and Reserves, who de-
serve the support of health care, as do 
their families. 

In recent years, our Nation has in-
creasingly looked to our volunteer re-
servists and guardsmen for our defense 
and peacekeeping needs, requiring 
them to leave their jobs and families in 
defense of our Nation. 

Arkansas has sent over 2,000 Guard 
and Reserve members to contribute to 
the war on Iraq and the war on ter-
rorism. They are among over 212,000 
Guard and Reserve members who have 
been activated nationwide. 

Given the scope of their sacrifices, I 
do not think it is too much to ask their 
fellow Americans to sacrifice as well 
by accepting a smaller tax cut. 

Currently, over 20 percent of this Na-
tion’s Guard and Reserve soldiers lack 
health care coverage when they are not 
on active duty. That number is much 
greater in a State such as Arkansas 
where our overall numbers of unin-
sured are much greater than the na-
tional percentage. 

In this time of increased dependence 
upon the members of our National 
Guard and Reserves, it is imperative 
we increase benefits for them and their 
families for when they are not on ac-
tive duty. 

I also want to acknowledge this 
amendment only provides funding for 
this program. It does not begin to de-
tail how the extended TRICARE bene-
fits should be structured. That test 
would be left up, and should be left up, 
to the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee and the Senate Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee. 

I am also aware that many Senators 
have been working, for some time, on 
the details of how to structure and pro-
vide these benefits. I hope my budget 
amendment will complement their ef-
forts by solely allocating the necessary 
budget authority to provide these bene-
fits to our Guard and Reserve mem-
bers. 

I look to the leadership of Senators 
LEAHY and DEWINE and DASCHLE, as 
well as both the chairmen and ranking 
members of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and the Senate Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, to develop 
the specifics of how these benefits will 
be provided. 

I am also aware that this amendment 
will only provide an estimate of the 
cost of providing these benefits. In 
fact, some estimates state that pro-
viding these benefits will cost much 
less than this amendment would pro-
vide. I hope that is the case. 

Nonetheless, this Nation’s National 
Guard and Reserve members and their 
families deserve these benefits now. 

I was drawn into this by a recent 
visit from our National Guard and Re-
serve units in Arkansas. A human re-
source officer brought to me the fact 
that many of these individuals—Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent for 
an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 
another 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Arkansas off the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 
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Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, on a 

visit with our National Guard and Re-
serves, a human resource officer came 
to me and said: Do you realize that 
when these individuals are called up to 
active duty, we can’t activate them be-
cause they have not had the proper 
medical care? These are individuals 
who have signed on the dotted line and 
said they are willing to go and defend 
this country. Yet in their private lives 
they cannot afford or have access to 
the appropriate health care that keeps 
them at a health care level that we 
could actually activate them when we 
need them. 

This amendment is just the tip of the 
iceberg with respect to this Nation’s 
overwhelming amount of uninsured 
families. Statistics show us that one in 
five Americans do not have any form of 
health coverage at all. 

Congress must address the larger 
problem of uninsured families across 
this Nation, but the absolute least we 
can do is to provide full coverage to 
America’s National Guard and Re-
serves and their families. 

The time is right. And this is the 
right policy and the right priority for 
our men and women serving in the 
Guard and the Reserves. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
add Senator PRYOR as a cosponsor to 
this amendment when we are prepared 
to offer it.

I say to all those Americans listen-
ing, we all must make contributions. It 
is not too much to ask of our fellow 
Americans to delay a larger tax cut in 
order to provide the necessary health 
care that these individuals need to be 
called up to serve. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from 
North Dakota yield me 5 minutes to 
have a colloquy with the Senator from 
Arizona? 

Mr. CONRAD. We can have that un-
derstanding, and then we will come 
back to Senator BROWNBACK for a time 
he desires. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. That is accept-
able. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I listened 
to the speech of the Senator from Ar-
kansas, talking about the men and 
women in the armed services. What I 
want to focus on for a minute is my 
son. One of my boys married a beau-
tiful young woman and they have two 
of my grandchildren. I have gotten to 
know her sister Megan. Megan is a bril-
liant young woman, graduated Jeffer-
son High School, which is a school for 
the academically talented, has more 
merit scholars than any high school in 
America. She is a graduate of MIT, an-
other great scientific institution. This 
young woman is now in the gulf, an of-
ficer on a destroyer. She is trained to 
be the person who gives the direction 
to fire missiles. 

Things have changed since the Viet-
nam war, the Korean conflict, the Sec-
ond World War. Women are now heav-
ily engaged in actions that are mili-

tary in nature. When we speak of the 
men and women of the armed services, 
I can’t help but focus on Megan. She is 
married. Her husband is getting ready 
to go to medical school. He is here. His 
wife is in harm’s way in the Middle 
East. My conscience has been quirked 
by the very fine statement of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas when she referred 
on more than one occasion to the men 
and women of the armed services be-
cause the men and women of our armed 
services are the Megans of the world. 
They are standing side by side of the 
men doing anything that a man can do. 
I congratulate the Senator for the 
amendment she will offer and her con-
tribution to the Senate, not only with 
this amendment but what she does 
every day. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada for his comments. 

It is so important for us to realize 
that these men and women in the Re-
serves and the National Guard are leav-
ing their families. They are leaving 
their careers, their jobs. The least we 
can do is provide for them the ability 
to provide for their families the kind of 
health care they need. 

One of the most outrageous stories I 
heard was from our reservists in Ar-
kansas who said: We had to spend unbe-
lievable amounts of money just to get 
these individuals up to the health care 
level where we could actually activate 
them. These are people who have of-
fered themselves and have pledged that 
they would leave their families, they 
would leave what they have worked 
their entire lives to build to go and de-
fend our country. There is absolutely 
no reason that we cannot provide for 
them the ability to provide for their 
families and for themselves the health 
care they need to be ready when the 
time comes and we call on them. 

I thank the Senator from Nevada. 
For all of my colleagues listening to 
this debate, I do not think it is too 
much to ask for the rest of Americans 
of what we can do for those being 
called on more and more to serve this 
country. That is the National Guard 
and the Reserves. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield 15 
minutes to the Senator from Kansas to 
introduce an amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 282 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

want to propose an amendment at the 
desk. I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending business be set aside so I may 
introduce an amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 
be constrained to object at this point 
because what we are doing is allowing 
Members to speak on their amend-
ments on both sides but not actually 
present their amendments at this 
point. That has been what we have 
been doing back and forth all day 
today, as Members have come and spo-
ken on their amendments but not actu-
ally sent them to the desk, with the ex-
ception of Senator SCHUMER who had 
an amendment on homeland security. 
So I am contrained to object at this 

point. The Senator is completely able 
to go ahead and make his presentation. 
I would have to object at this point. 

Mr. ENZI. It was my understanding 
that we were going to go back and 
forth on the introduction. It was our 
turn to have an introduction of an 
amendment. That is why we did that. 
We will wait for the introduction. 

Mr. CONRAD. We are trying to go 
back and forth with respect to speakers 
and with respect to the opportunity to 
address amendments, but not formally 
enter them at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. I hope once we are 

able to present the amendment that it 
will be accepted. We have floated it by 
both sides and it has been vetted as 
well. I hope it will be accepted. 

I will be sending an amendment to 
the desk that will express the sense of 
Senate that a commission be estab-
lished to provide a real means of ad-
dressing and eliminating Government 
waste in domestic agencies and pro-
grams within agencies. The Federal 
Government needs such a commission. 
We don’t need one like the ones we 
have had in the past that don’t have 
any teeth to them, that simply report 
but there is never a vote taken on what 
the commission puts forward. This one 
will be different in that respect. In-
deed, at a time of economic uncer-
tainty and of war, it is imperative that 
the Government demonstrate real fis-
cal responsibility and accountability in 
Federal spending. Whether it is cor-
porate America or the U.S. Govern-
ment, fiscal accountability is para-
mount. 

With the devastating collapses we 
have had in corporate America, with 
Enron and WorldCom and others last 
year, we have seen what happens in the 
corporate world when fiscal account-
ability grows lax. Let’s take steps now 
to avoid the same pitfalls at the Fed-
eral Government level. Let us ensure 
public trust by opening the books of 
Federal domestic agencies and pro-
grams within agencies, making 
changes and reforms where necessary, 
in order to ensure that hard-earned 
taxpayer dollars are being spent wise-
ly. 

Fiscal accountability is what my 
amendment to the budget resolution is 
all about. Over the years we have es-
tablished many useful measuring 
sticks for fiscal accountability in Fed-
eral spending. The Government Per-
formance Result Act, GPRA, comes to 
mind. However, what measuring sticks 
such as GPRA lack is an effective 
means to implement their useful find-
ings. What this resolution calls for is a 
commission that would incorporate the 
Federal Government’s existing ac-
countability measuring sticks to per-
form additional research of its own and 
provide the Congress with legislation, 
which we would vote on to either ac-
cept or reject as a whole, to implement 
its recommendations or not to accept 
them. 
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In a few days I will be reintroducing 

bipartisan legislation that creates such 
a commission. The bipartisan Commis-
sion on the Accountability and Review 
of Federal Agencies, CARFA Act, 
would fulfill what is addressed by this 
resolution. It is bipartisan. Senator 
MILLER from Georgia is a cosponsor, 
and I hope to add a number of others 
on this bill in the near term. 

I wish to speak for a minute about 
the CARFA Act. The CARFA Act pro-
vides Congress with a viable proven 
model to eliminate Government waste 
and inefficiency. It is modeled after the 
successful Base Realignment and Clo-
sure Commission. CARFA will incor-
porate the findings of past measuring 
sticks such as GPRA and will give 
them teeth. This program will focus on 
domestic discretionary spending. It 
will not be focused on military or enti-
tlement programs. It is domestic dis-
cretionary programs. Where past com-
missions and reports failed in that they 
had no real means by which Congress 
could implement their findings and 
recommendations, CARFA will suc-
ceed.

The scope of review called for by this 
resolution entails domestic agencies 
and programs within agencies. I want 
to emphasize that point. Where BRAC 
is already in existence and has gone 
through several rounds in rooting out 
waste in the Department of Defense 
and consolidating resources to make 
them more useful, more viable, CARFA 
would review Federal domestic agen-
cies and programs within agencies 
using a narrow set of criteria which 
should produce significant results and 
do what BRAC did, consolidating our 
dollars in more efficient uses in high-
priority areas. 

Over the proposed commission’s 2-
year review, the commission focused on 
two particular areas. 

One, duplicative: Where two or more 
agencies or programs are performing 
similar functions which can be consoli-
dated or streamlined into a single 
agency or program, the commission 
would recommend that the agency or 
program be realigned. We do not need 
duplication within the Federal Govern-
ment. 

Second, wasteful or inefficient: 
Where the commission finds an agency 
or program to have wasted Federal 
funds by low-priority spending, it 
would recommend that such an agency 
or program be realigned or eliminated. 

Three, outdated, irrelevant, or failed 
programs: We have those within the 
Federal Government. Where the com-
mission finds that an agency or pro-
gram has completed its intended pur-
pose—I do not think we ever think 
about that, that a program actually 
completes its intended purpose, but it 
happens and we keep spending in the 
program—has become irrelevant, or 
has failed to meet its objectives—it 
was designed properly in the sense that 
the people at the time had the best of 
intentions in the design of the pro-
gram, but it simply did not work to 

meet the needs at that time—and it 
would recommend the elimination of 
such an agency or program. 

Such a commission, upon completion 
of its 2-year review, would submit to 
Congress both its recommendations for 
the realignment and elimination of do-
mestic agencies and programs, and pro-
posed legislation to implement these 
recommendations. 

The Congress would then consider 
the commission’s proposed legislation 
in an expedited manner, with input 
from the committees under whose ju-
risdiction the affected agencies or pro-
grams fall. Following the committee’s 
comment period, the proposed legisla-
tion would be brought to the floor of 
each Chamber for debate and a single 
vote, up or down, without amendment, 
one vote. 

If we are going to get serious about 
priority spending during this critical 
time in our Nation’s history, if we 
want to get the most use out of every 
taxpayer dollar that comes to Wash-
ington, such a commission is clearly 
needed. 

As in any bureaucracy, inefficiency 
or low-priority use of taxpayer dollars 
is often a serious threat to the credi-
bility of an agency or a program, much 
less the legislative bodies that create 
and sustain them. We must be certain 
the money we spend is not just allo-
cated in a certain way just because we 
have historically spent it that way. 

I do not know of anything that drives 
my constituents more nuts than to see 
wasteful Federal spending or programs 
that have accomplished their purposes 
but the money is still being spent. 
There are people who come up to me 
and say: I do not mind paying my 
taxes, but it drives me nuts to see the 
money poorly spent. If I am going to 
work hard to earn this money, I want 
it to be wisely spent. Too often there 
are examples of that not occurring. 

Priorities do change and our spend-
ing must change with them. The 
CARFA Act is crafted to take these 
changes into account. Whether one is 
conservative or liberal or in between, 
surely we can all agree that low-pri-
ority use of taxpayer dollars is an un-
acceptable strain on hard-working 
Americans and on our economy. It is 
certainly no way to operate a business. 
Yet I feel, as do many of my col-
leagues, that we continually fail to get 
the most out of every taxpayer dollar 
that comes to Washington. 

Let’s change that. CARFA is about 
maximizing the benefit of all Federal 
funds. Funds saved through this legis-
lation could be used to pay down the 
national debt or be channeled to higher 
congressional priorities. 

It is my hope this body will agree to 
this amendment and then proceed to 
consider and enact the CARFA Act. 
Truly, this will provide a real tool at 
the service of the Federal Government 
to better prioritize spending and shift 
funds from less beneficial to more ben-
eficial areas. All of us surely support 
such a move. 

I believe Americans would greatly 
benefit from such a commission which 
has the real potential to help us truly 
root out inefficiency in the Federal 
Government in such a way that we can 
more fully realize the benefits of all 
Federal funds. That is the spirit of this 
amendment and the CARFA Act. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
this effort, to vote for this amendment, 
to adopt it as part of the budget resolu-
tion and to show support for the 
CARFA Act of 2003 by becoming origi-
nal cosponsors of this important legis-
lation. 

Mr. President, as we debate the budg-
et, this is exactly what we need to be 
doing: Finding ways we can prioritize 
and make sure our spending is effi-
cient. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the Senator from Wis-
consin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, as 
such time I am allowed to offer an 
amendment, I intend to offer an 
amendment on behalf of myself and 
Senator CORZINE. This is an amend-
ment I actually offered in the Budget 
Committee. I thought we had a good 
debate on it. It goes to the heart of 
what is happening at this moment on 
which so many Americans are focusing 
and on which so many people in the 
world are focusing. 

This Nation has gone to war with 
Iraq. Our thoughts are first and fore-
most with the men and women who 
serve our country in the Armed Forces. 
While we debated the wisdom of going 
to war with Iraq, and I personally have 
questioned whether it is a good idea, 
there can be no debate or doubt about 
the dedication of our troops and devo-
tion to our country or the honor they 
do us through their sacrifice. We all 
hope in earnest for a speedy victory 
and for the safe and quick return of 
those men and women. 

If we fail to prepare in this budget for 
the fact of this war in Iraq, we will be 
engaging in wishful thinking. Worse, 
we will be failing to think at all. The 
notion that this budget does not pro-
vide anything for this enormous under-
taking that is occurring is really trou-
bling and really is not what you can 
call honest budgeting. 

I will concede no one is really certain 
how much the war with Iraq will actu-
ally cost, but we can be certain this 
war will be far from free. In an inter-
view with the Wall Street Journal, the 
President’s former adviser for eco-
nomic policy, Lawrence Lindsey, esti-
mated the cost of the war would be $100 
billion to $200 billion. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office estimates, 
the initial deployment of troops and 
equipment would cost about $14 billion; 
the first month of combat would cost 
$10 billion, and then with each subse-
quent month of combat costing $8 bil-
lion per month. To return troops and 
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equipment to their home bases after 
the war some people believe would cost 
$9 billion, and any postwar occupation 
of Iraq would cost between $1 billion 
and $4 billion, Mr. President, per 
month—per month. 

Using CBO’s figures, if we make some 
ballpark assumptions that active mili-
tary combat will last for 21⁄2 months 
and that the following reconstruction 
and occupation would last another 2 
years, we are talking about something 
between $69 billion and $141 billion. 

The Center for Strategic and Budg-
etary Assessments estimates that the 
cost of combat from 1 to 6 months 
would be $18 billion to $85 billion, and 
the cost of reconstruction for 5 years 
would range from $25 billion to $105 bil-
lion. Adding all the potential costs 
identified by the center, it would lead 
to total cost estimates ranging on the 
low end from $129 billion to $683 billion 
on the high end. 

Plainly, we are talking about a major 
enterprise, and obviously it is one for 
which we should budget. 

The amendment I offer on behalf of 
myself and the senior Senator from 
New Jersey will create a reserve fund 
to set aside $100 billion.

That is an amount well within the 
range of the available estimates I was 
highlighting in order to fund this mili-
tary action and reconstruction in Iraq. 
We pay for this action by reducing the 
amount that we would budget for cut-
ting taxes in the period covered by the 
budget resolution—a simple propo-
sition. The amount of $100 billion 
would be put in a reserve fund so we 
can honestly estimate a budget for the 
war in Iraq, and that would come out of 
the tax cut that is contemplated. 

When we are conducting a war, the 
budget must reflect it. We cannot 
blithely go along as if this were a time 
for business as usual. We should budget 
responsibly for what is happening right 
before our eyes. 

When I am able to actually offer this 
amendment, I will strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 
The American people will be extremely 
supportive, obviously, of our troops in 
this effort as it is conducted. What 
they will not understand, though, is if 
we pretend that this will cost nothing, 
that we will pass a budget in the midst 
of this war effort pretending that the 
war in Iraq will not be an expensive 
proposition. We owe them that. We owe 
them honesty at this historical and 
very significant moment, and we must 
set aside a reasonable estimate of funds 
to cover the cost of this enormous un-
dertaking. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, I explained earlier 

why the emergency supplemental was 
not a part of the regular budget proc-
ess. I want to share one paragraph from 
a CRS report:

Based on an examination of previous CRS 
reviews of funding for wars and other major 

military operations, it appears, with one pos-
sible exception, that Presidents have not re-
quested and Congress has not provided fund-
ing for wars in advance of the start of oper-
ations. Rather, administrations have re-
quested funding after operations have begun 
and Congress has subsequently appropriated 
money to meet specific documented budget 
requirements.

I yield the floor, reserving the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
for 30 seconds to respond to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. I yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the Senator’s remarks, the 
reason these wars were not budgeted 
for in the past is that they were obvi-
ously not foreseen. They occurred after 
the budget resolution occurred. We 
have known about this war and the im-
minent reality of it for some time. We 
are actually seeing it undertaken as we 
speak, and we are doing the budget res-
olution right now. There simply is no 
hard and fast rule against being honest 
in budgeting. That is all we are calling 
for, and this is an appropriate occasion 
when we can and should budget for the 
war. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I salute 
the Senator from Wisconsin. I think it 
is absolutely bizarre that we have the 
budget before us and we have nothing 
to pay for the war in that budget. The 
reason given was that operations had 
not commenced. Well, operations have 
commenced. And not to set aside funds 
for the war makes no earthly sense. 
How can that possibly be defended? We 
are at war. We have already spent tens 
of billions of dollars on that conflict, 
and now to suggest we put our head in 
the sand and say there is nothing going 
on defies reality, defies common sense. 

I very much hope the amendment of 
the Senator from Wisconsin is adopted. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
the State of Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, Amer-
ica is at war. Our priority must be to 
keep America and Americans safe, both 
at home and abroad. I look forward to 
supporting a supplemental budget to 
pay for the war and to pay for home-
land security, and I also voted to re-
serve the money to do that. That is 
why I supported the ‘‘patriotic pause’’ 
that said no tax cuts until we know the 
cost of the war. 

We know Americans are fighting 
overseas. The U.S. military should 
know they have the entire Nation be-
hind them to make sure they have the 
best weapons, the best strategies, and 
the best support for their families 
while they are overseas. We also stand 
up for what America stands for. That 
means strengthening the safety net for 
those who need it the most. That 

means standing up for America’s fami-
lies. 

We also need to recognize that fami-
lies are hurting. We have a weak econ-
omy. People are going into debt to put 
their kids through school; affordable 
health insurance. Some families are 
facing extraordinary challenges be-
cause they care for a loved one who has 
a chronic condition: a parent with Alz-
heimer’s, a child with autism, a son 
with cerebral palsy, a spouse with mul-
tiple sclerosis. 

These families struggle every day to 
take care of their loved ones. They face 
a tremendous emotional and financial 
burden. It is not the job of the Federal 
Government to help them with their 
emotional burden, but I believe it is 
the job of the United States of America 
to help them with their financial re-
sponsibility. For those who are giving 
care, I believe we should give care. I 
want to give help to those who practice 
self-help. 

Therefore, I will be offering an 
amendment to provide a tax credit for 
up to $5,000 for family caregivers, or 
those needing care who have caregiving 
expenses. This would cost $3.5 billion a 
year. My tax credit would pay for the 
prescription drugs, medical bills, or 
medical management for juvenile dia-
betics, the medical bills, or other care 
needed if a person has someone they 
are caring for with Parkinson’s disease. 
My amendment would help people with 
multiple chronic conditions. We are 
not talking about hay fever, though 
that is disruptive. We are talking 
about juvenile diabetes. We are talking 
about autism. We are talking about 
multiple sclerosis, people who are un-
able to perform their activities of daily 
living, who are severely cognitively 
impaired, or children with such com-
plex medical conditions they require 
medical management and coordination 
of care. 

Why is this needed? Well, in 2000, 
over 125 million people had chronic 
conditions. One in five Americans have 
multiple chronic conditions. Eighteen 
million children in this country have 
chronic physical, developmental, or 
other conditions that impede their 
ability to live full lives. Almost 4 mil-
lion Americans have mental retarda-
tion or another severe developmental 
disability. If the work of family care-
givers was replaced with paid services, 
it would cost the Federal Government 
close to $200 billion a year. 

Family caregivers face many de-
mands, emotional, physical, and finan-
cial stress. They have stresses with 
their families, with their marriage, the 
stress of 36-hour days. They pay the 
high cost of medication, physical ther-
apy, durable medical equipment such 
as wheelchairs, daycare for children 
with special needs, and medical bills 
from care with specialists. 

People with serious chronic condi-
tions pay for their health care by ei-
ther making gradual medical payments 
over time or using money from savings, 
mutual funds, or other assets. 
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Families struggle to make ends 

meet. Let me give an example. A 
woman in Potomac, MD, was caring for 
her husband who had a debilitating 
neurological disease. There was no 
treatment or cure. Her husband could 
no longer talk, walk, or feed himself. 
The family received no financial help. 
She worked full time to support his 
full-time home care. She herself is in 
her early 60s. She sure could have used 
that tax credit. 

Or as the mother of two children in 
Parkville, MD, one of her children is a 
4-year-old boy with autism. This fam-
ily has relied on volunteers from local 
colleges to assist with respite care for 
their son. This mother has not been 
able to return to work because of the 
amount of time needed to care for her 
two young children. She has two mas-
ters degrees in education.

Or like the Maryland woman who 
cared for a parent with Alzhemer’s dis-
ease who worked 25 hours per week to 
pay someone to care for her mother 
while she worked to have health insur-
ance for herself; saw her own income go 
from a high of $40,000 a year to a low of 
$6,000 a year. A tax credit could have 
helped her with home health care and 
respite care for her mother. 

I think my amendment speaks for 
itself, but I try to speak for the fami-
lies where we need to give help to those 
who are practicing self-help. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of organizations supporting this 
amendment be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

Who supports BAM’s Amendment: 
Autism Society of America, Cystic Fibro-

sis Foundation, National Organization for 
Rare Disorders, Easter Seals, United Cere-
bral Palsy Associations, Arc of the United 
States, National Health Council, National 
Council on the Aging, Paralyzed Veterans of 
America, Family Voices, National Respite 
Coalition, National Family Caregivers Asso-
ciation, and the National Alliance for 
Caregiving.

Ms. MIKULSKI. One of my first mile-
stones in the Senate was the enact-
ment of the Spousal Anti-Impoverish-
ment Act to change the cruel rules of 
Medicaid so that families would not 
have to go bankrupt before Medicaid 
would pay for nursing home care for a 
spouse. The spouse living in the com-
munity could keep the family home, 
keep a car, and keep some income each 
month to live on. This has helped one 
million people. 

But this was a down payment. Not 
much has been done since then except 
the National Family Caregiver Support 
Program and long-term care insurance 
for Federal employees. I was proud to 
sponsor and work on both of these im-
portant measures and a bipartisan 
basis to get them signed into law. 

Now it is time to make the family 
caregivers who are the backbone of the 
long term care system in this country 
a priority in the Federal law books and 
the tax code. 

I urge my colleagues to get behind 
our Nation’s family caregivers and vote 
for this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Maryland for her ex-
cellent amendment. We appreciate very 
much her presentation and the 
thoughtfulness and the energy that she 
has put into this amendment. I hope 
my colleagues will pay close attention 
to what she has offered. 

Next, I am going to yield 30 minutes 
to the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina. Let me say that if there was an 
award in this body for Mr. Fiscal Re-
sponsibility, it would be the senior 
Senator from South Carolina. In the 
time I have been in the Senate, nobody 
has been more serious, more dedicated 
to balancing budgets, to paying down 
debt than the Senator from South 
Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
thank the leader from North Dakota. 
He has led our Budget Committee and 
done an outstanding job. The kudos be-
long to him for fiscal responsibility, 
and the responsibility in the position 
he has as the ranking member, to try 
to get the group together on a con-
sensus, which is next to impossible, but 
he does the job. 

I have three amendments at the desk, 
and I understand we are not intro-
ducing amendments, so I will address 
hastily comments on all three. 

The first, of course, is the port secu-
rity amendment for $1 billion a year 
for 2 years. It is focused, not Pepto-
Bismol homeland security of $80 billion 
over 10-some years. I have talked to 
Senators on both sides of the aisle. 
They want to finance what we passed 
unanimously—all 100 Senators—earlier 
last year for port security. 

Right to the point, Osama owns sev-
eral vessels. His teams landed and blew 
up the Embassies in Nairobi and Dar es 
Salaam. His crews were on planes flown 
into the World Trade Center and the 
Pentagon. He could just as easily have 
two or three crews get on an Exxon 
tanker going up the Delaware River to 
deliver a tankerful of oil, throw the 
captain overboard and that tanker 
aground, and that would close down the 
eastern seaboard for at least 1 year. 

I could go into it, but the amendment 
is worked out and in detail. I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the details of the amendment.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
HOLLINGS SEAPORT SECURITY AMENDMENT TO 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Amendment would add one billion annu-

ally, over the next two years, to the Federal 
Budget. The one billion will be spent as fol-
lows:
Maritime Administration (610 million): 

450 million—for grants to ports and water-
front facilities to help ensure compliance 
with federally approved security plans. 

150 million—for grants to states, local mu-
nicipalities and other entities to help com-
ply with Federal area security plans and to 

provide grants to responders for port secu-
rity contingency response. 

10 million—to be used in conjunction with 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter to help develop a seaport security train-
ing curriculum to provide training to Fed-
eral and State law enforcement personnel, 
and to certify private security personnel 
working at seaports. 
Coast Guard (160 million): 

50 million—for port security assessments. 
50 million—for the establishment and oper-

ation of multi-agency task force to coordi-
nate and evaluate maritime information in 
order to identify and respond to security 
threats. 

40 million—to help implement the Auto-
mated Identification System (AIS) and other 
tracking systems designed to actively track 
and monitor vessels operating in U.S. wa-
ters. 

20 million—for additional Coast Guard port 
security vessels. 
The Border and Transportation Security Di-
rectorate (230 million): 

100 million—to Customs for the installa-
tion of screening equipment, and to be used 
to help develop new technologies to help de-
velop and prototype screening and detection 
equipment at U.S. ports. 

100 million—to TSA and Customs; 50 mil-
lion each, to evaluate and implement cargo 
security programs. 

30 million—for the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration (TSA) to develop and 
implement the Transportation Worker ID 
Card, and to conduct criminal background 
checks of transportation workers who work 
in secure areas or who work with sensitive 
cargo or information.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guish Chair. 

The second concerns paying for the 
war. At the very beginning of this ses-
sion, the first week of January, I intro-
duced a bill to pay for the war in Iraq. 
I read a book about the fiscal dilemmas 
we faced each time there was a war, 
and I say to my distinguished colleague 
from Wyoming, each time our leaders 
paid for the war. During the Civil War 
they put a tax on dividends. The party 
of Lincoln did that. In World War I, 
they went up to a 77 percent marginal 
tax rate to pay for that war; in World 
War II, a 94 percent rate; in the Korean 
war, 91 percent. In Vietnam—that is 
when President Johnson, who has been 
abused in history but he is the one who 
wanted to pay for guns and butter—he 
balanced the budget, paying for both 
guns and butter, in 1968 to 1969. That 
was the last time in the history of this 
Congress we balanced the budget. We 
paid for the war in Vietnam. 

Now, of course, we come to the war 
on Iraq. Unlike the Civil War where we 
had put taxes on dividends, here, there 
is no tomorrow; like drunken sailors, 
we come up to this chamber and say we 
are not going to pay for the war. 

My particular measure on the desk is 
a reserve fund of $100 billion. Larry 
Lindsey, the President’s former chief 
economic advisor, said the war will 
cost between $100 and $200 billion, but 
that is up to the Finance Committee to 
figure out. You have to put your money 
where your mouth is. I think a better 
way to pay is with new money. We can-
not just forgo this program or that pro-
gram. We need a value-added tax of 2 
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percent dedicated to paying just for 
that war in Iraq. It would take the IRS 
a solid year until they fashioned the 
tax and we could start collecting it. 
But it is a very enforceable tax. Every 
industrialized country has had one. We 
had hearings before the Finance Com-
mittee back in the 1980s about a value-
added tax. We almost adopted it then. 

We ought to get serious and get off 
the deficit bandwagon we are on now. 
That is what disturbs me. The Com-
mander in Chief, the President of the 
United States, says in time of war we 
run deficits. Then, just the other day, 
in a speech to the nation, he said that 
‘‘Americans understand the costs of 
conflict because we have paid them in 
the past. War has no certainty except 
the certainty of sacrifice.’’ 

The point is, we must have sacrifice; 
yet that is not being followed through, 
by any manner or means, with respect 
to paying for the war. Now is the time 
for this body to sober up and realize we 
are running horrendous deficits. 

What we have right now is the cer-
tainty of sacrifice, for everyone except 
the Commander in Chief and us in Con-
gress. What we are saying to that GI 
going into Iraq tonight is: We hope you 
don’t get hurt. We hope you don’t get 
killed because we want you to hurry 
back. Why? Because we are going to 
give you the bill. We are not going to 
pay for the war. The fellow who fights 
the war is going to have to pay for the 
war because we need a tax cut. We are 

going to Disney World. We are not 
going to have any sacrifice. 

They are all running around here 
with flags on their lapels. So I put sec-
tion 6 into my bill when I introduced 
it, which says that if members vote 
against it, they will be prohibited from 
wearing the flags in their lapels. 

Now when the President leads you to 
deficits by saying, in time of war we 
can run deficits, we are playing a 
game. He says that so in the election 
next year, you can say, ‘‘I voted for tax 
cuts.’’ That is our dilemma. 

The other side talks about the need 
for tax cuts so we can see economic 
growth and growth and growth; but my 
third amendment is to stop the tax 
cuts.

You can see in this budget before the 
Senate, the only growth we have is in 
the national debt. It goes from $6.687 
trillion in fiscal year 2003, to $11.919 
trillion in fiscal year 2013. It goes up, 
up, and away by $5.2 trillion. I was here 
when we did not even have a $1 trillion 
deficit. President Reagan started this 
tax cut nonsense with voodoo I, and we 
immediately had a recession. Dave 
Stockman wrote in his book ‘‘The Tri-
umph of Politics,’’ we should have can-
celed the tax cut in November 1981, and 
we did not. He said the President did 
not do what he should have done. 

Then we had voodoo II, the year be-
fore last, with President Bush’s tax 
cut. On June 1, 2001, we had surpluses. 
Then we passed the tax cut, voodoo II, 

on June 8, and by July 1 we had a def-
icit. By September 10, 2001—one day be-
fore September 11 we had a deficit. We 
were in the red by $99 billion, so don’t 
blame the deficits on September 11.

We were already in deficits, and voo-
doo II caused it. Now we seem to get no 
education in the third kick of a mule, 
so to speak. We are on course just for 
the pollsters and buying the election 
next year with more tax cuts. That is 
why I resist what some members are 
trying to do by cutting the tax cut 
down to $350 billion. 

Do you know what that means to this 
particular Senator? I was with Phil 
Gramm and Warren Rudman on 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and our par-
ticular initiative called for the reduc-
tion of the deficit each year by $35 bil-
lion. Here they want me to vote to in-
crease the deficit each year by $35 bil-
lion for 10 years, or $350 billion. 

What will happen is we will pass it in 
the Senate, it will get over to the con-
ference, they will fix it, it will be back 
up to $700 billion-and-something. You 
will have the votes. You have the ma-
jority. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
‘‘budget realities’’ printed in the 
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES 

Pres. and year 
U.S. budget 

(outlays)
(in billions) 

Borrowed trust 
funds

(billions) 

Unified deficit 
with trust 

funds
(billions) 

Actual deficit 
without trust 

funds
(billions) 

National debt
(billions) 

Annual in-
creases in 

spending for 
interest
(billions) 

Truman: 
1947 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 34.5 ¥9.9 4.0 +13.9 257.1
1948 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 29.8 6.7 11.8 +5.1 252.0
1949 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 38.8 1.2 0.6 ¥0.6 252.6
1950 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42.6 1.2 ¥3.1 ¥4.3 256.9
1951 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45.5 4.5 6.1 +1.6 255.3
1952 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67.7 2.3 ¥1.5 ¥3.8 259.1

Eisenhower: 
1953 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.1 0.4 ¥6.5 ¥6.9 266.0
1954 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.9 3.6 ¥1.2 ¥4.8 270.8
1955 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 68.4 0.6 ¥3.0 ¥3.6 274.4
1956 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.6 2.2 3.9 +1.7 272.7
1957 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.6 3.0 3.4 +0.4 272.3
1958 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 82.4 4.6 ¥2.8 ¥7.4 279.7
1959 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.1 ¥5.0 ¥12.8 ¥7.8 287.5
1960 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.2 3.3 0.3 ¥3.0 290.5

Kennedy: 
1961 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 97.7 ¥1.2 ¥3.3 ¥2.1 292.6
1962 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 106.8 3.2 ¥7.1 ¥10.3 302.9 9.1

Johnson: 
1963 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 111.3 2.6 ¥4.8 ¥7.4 310.3 9.9
1964 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.5 ¥0.1 ¥5.9 ¥5.8 316.1 10.7
1965 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.2 4.8 ¥1.4 ¥6.2 322.3 11.3
1966 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 134.5 2.5 ¥3.7 ¥6.2 328.5 12.0
1967 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 157.5 3.3 ¥8.6 ¥11.9 340.4 13.4
1968 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 178.1 3.1 ¥25.2 ¥28.3 368.7 14.6

Nixon: 
1969 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 183.6 0.3 3.2 +2.9 365.8 16.6
1970 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 195.6 12.3 ¥2.8 ¥15.1 380.9 19.3
1971 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 210.2 4.3 ¥23.0 ¥27.3 408.2 21.0
1972 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 230.7 4.3 ¥23.4 ¥27.7 435.9 21.8
1973 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 245.7 15.5 ¥14.9 ¥30.4 466.3 24.2
1974 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 269.4 11.5 ¥6.1 ¥17.6 483.9 29.3

Ford: 
1975 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 332.3 4.8 ¥53.2 ¥58.0 541.9 32.7
1976 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 371.8 13.4 ¥73.7 ¥87.1 629.0 37.1

Carter: 
1977 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 409.2 23.7 ¥53.7 ¥77.4 706.4 41.9
1978 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 458.7 11.0 ¥59.2 ¥70.2 776.6 48.7
1979 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 504.0 12.2 ¥40.7 ¥52.9 829.5 59.9
1980 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 590.9 5.8 ¥73.8 ¥79.6 909.1 74.8

Reagan: 
1981 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 678.2 6.7 ¥79.0 ¥85.7 994.8 95.5
1982 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 745.8 14.5 ¥128.0 ¥142.5 1,137.3 117.2
1983 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 808.4 26.6 ¥207.8 ¥234.4 1,371.7 128.7
1984 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 851.9 7.6 ¥185.4 ¥193.0 1,564.7 153.9
1985 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 946.4 40.5 ¥212.3 ¥252.8 1,817.5 178.9
1986 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 990.5 81.9 ¥221.2 ¥303.1 2,120.6 190.3
1987 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,004.1 75.7 ¥149.8 ¥225.5 2,346.1 195.3
1988 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,064.5 100.0 ¥155.2 ¥255.2 2,601.3 214.1

Bush: 
1989 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,143.7 114.2 ¥152.5 ¥266.7 2,868.3 240.9
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HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES—Continued

Pres. and year 
U.S. budget 

(outlays)
(in billions) 

Borrowed trust 
funds

(billions) 

Unified deficit 
with trust 

funds
(billions) 

Actual deficit 
without trust 

funds
(billions) 

National debt
(billions) 

Annual in-
creases in 

spending for 
interest
(billions) 

1990 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,253.2 117.4 ¥221.2 ¥338.6 3,206.6 264.7
1991 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,324.4 122.5 ¥269.4 ¥391.9 3,598.5 285.5
1992 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,381.7 113.2 ¥290.4 ¥403.6 4,002.1 292.3

Clinton: 
1993 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,409.5 94.2 ¥255.1 ¥349.3 4,351.4 292.5
1994 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,461.9 89.0 ¥203.3 ¥292.3 4,643.7 296.3
1995 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,515.8 113.3 ¥164.0 ¥277.2 4,921.0 332.4
1996 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,560.6 153.4 ¥107.5 ¥260.9 5,181.9 344.0
1997 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,601.3 165.8 ¥22.0 ¥187.8 5,369.7 355.8
1998 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,652.6 178.2 69.2 ¥109.0 5,478.7 363.8
1999 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,703.0 251.8 124.4 ¥127.4 5,606.1 353.5
2000 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,789.0 258.9 236.2 ¥22.7 5,628.8 362.0

Bush: 
2001 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,863.9 268.2 127.1 ¥141.1 5,769.9 359.5
2002 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,011.0 270.7 ¥157.8 ¥428.5 6,198.4 332.5
2003 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,137.0 222.6 246.0 468.6 6,667.0 323.0

Note.—Historical Tables, Budget of the U.S. Government; Beginning in 1962, CBO’s The Budget and Economic Outlook: Fiscal Years 2004–2013, January 2003. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If you take the years 
from 1945, from President Truman 
down through President Ford, 30 years, 
to 1975, you will find the aggregate 
total of all deficits at $358 billion. That 
is for 30 years, six Presidents, the cost 

of World War II, the cost of Korea, the 
cost of Vietnam. All throughout that 
and all the deficits, it was only $358 bil-
lion. Last year the deficit was, in 1 
year, $428 billion. Here in my hand is 
the President’s budget. I ask unani-

mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the last page in here, page 332.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

TABLE S–14.—FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING AND DEBT 
[In billions of dollars] 

Function 2002
actual 

Estimates 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Debt outstanding, end of year: 
Gross Federal debt: 

Debt issued by Treasury ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 6,171 6,725 7,294 7,811 8,327 8,832 9,363
Debt issued by other agencies ................................................................................................................................................................................ 27 27 27 26 26 26 25

Total, gross Federal debt ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 6,198 6,752 7,321 7,837 8,353 8,858 9,388
Held by: 

Debt held by Government accounts ......................................................................................................................................................................... 2,658 2,874 3,155 3,451 3,751 4,061 4,385
Debt held by the public ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,540 3,878 4,166 4,387 4,603 4,797 5,003

Mr. HOLLINGS. On page 332, the 
President projects we will have a def-
icit next year of $569 billion. He says 
this year we will end up with a $554 bil-
lion deficit. That $554 billion doesn’t 
include the $100 billion for Iraq. So you 
can see we are up around $600 or $700 
billion. 

I used to say Strom Thurmond and I 
are home free. But I think my newest 
distinguished colleague from South 
Carolina will have to pay for it. I will 
not have to pay for it. I am not worried 
about it, and everything else like that. 
We can retire, get our pension, go on 
home and be quiet. But you cannot do 
it in good conscience when you come to 
Government to do the job of the people, 
and they trust you, they want you to 
look out for the needs of the country, 
not the needs of the campaign. That is 
what we are all engaged in here. 

People are giving up their lives for 
us, for what we believe in, for what we 
legislate, and for the command we give 
them to go to war. We ought at least to 
pay for the war on the one hand. And 
we ought to ensure the peace economi-
cally for our children and grand-
children, not by tax cuts, but somehow, 
somewhere, to pay for these budgets. 

I would like to get Government on a 
pay-as-you-go basis. I remember when 
Alan Greenspan went down with a 
team to President Clinton and he said 
you are going to have to raise taxes. In 
1993 we raised taxes. We cut the spend-
ing and we raised taxes on Social Secu-
rity, we raised taxes on gasoline, we 

raised taxes on the highest bracket. 
And we had 8 years of the finest and 
strongest economy. 

Now we come here and want to sell 
the idea of tax cuts are going to give 
growth. We know that with $428 billion 
and $554 billion in deficits, that’s really 
almost a trillion dollars in stimulus, 
and that is without the cost of the war. 
What gives here? 

We have to sober up and get off this 
deficit barleycorn we are drinking like 
drunken sailors around here, like there 
is no tomorrow, like we don’t have to 
pay for the war. There is no sacrifice 
for us. 

We go to the schoolchildren in Amer-
ica and we say there is one thing cer-
tain about war, it is sacrifice. But then 
we come up with the pollsters and say 
we have to get reelected so we want to 
go ahead next year to say we cut taxes. 

So there we are. I am not for that 
$350 billion compromise or whatever it 
is. I admire the people who are trying 
to work out the compromise, but that 
is totally misleading to the American 
people, that somehow the burden is too 
great on estate taxes. We have had peo-
ple come here, George Soros, Bill 
Gates, and the others come who are 
paying the estate taxes. They come and 
say don’t worry about it. That is not 
really too big a burden. 

With respect to dividends, in the 
market in New York there is a dichot-
omy, a difference up there with respect 
to whether or not we ought to lift the 
taxes on dividends. But if they would 

talk about seniors, they would say sen-
ior are double taxed on their Social Se-
curity. I pay the tax on Social Security 
and when I receive the benefit, I pay 
the tax on that Social Security benefit. 
That is double taxation. Eighty per-
cent of seniors in America depend for 
the major part of their income on So-
cial Security. So if it’s seniors we have 
in mind we want to look out for, then 
look out for, not the rich seniors, but 
the poor seniors, 80 percent of the sen-
iors, because they are not in that top 
bracket that is worried about estate 
taxes and everything else of that kind. 

I really appreciate the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota yielding 
me this time. I wanted to be able, in a 
deliberate fashion talk about these 
amendments, because when we get to 
that 1 minute a side rule I will not be 
able to. 

I have a very judicious amendment 
on port security, where we would just 
fund it for 2 years. We voted 100 to 
nothing, all Republicans and all Demo-
crats, with respect to port security. 

I think we ought to pay for the war. 
We are not raising the taxes here and 
we are not telling them how to do it in 
the Finance Committee. The Budget 
Committee can’t do that. But we can 
do the amount. And I think we ought 
not to have any more tax cuts. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota, with my gratitude. I appre-
ciate it very much. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BUNNING). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the senior Sen-
ator from South Carolina for his lead-
ership. One of the people who inspired 
me to run for the Senate was the Sen-
ator from South Carolina. I don’t think 
I have ever told the Senator that. But 
when the Senator from South Carolina 
was running for President of the 
United States, our former Governor, 
Bill Guy, endorsed Senator HOLLINGS. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. My friend. 
Mr. CONRAD. Bill Guy was a very 

close friend of my family and some-
body who has been a mentor to me in 
public service. 

Bill Guy was a balanced budget Dem-
ocrat. He believed in balanced budgets 
and he believed in fiscal responsibility. 
He was proud to stand with the Senator 
from South Carolina during that time 
of dramatically rising deficits. To him 
it was a threat to the economic secu-
rity of the country and he thought the 
Senator from South Carolina had the 
best plan. 

I think if anybody looks back objec-
tively at that time, one will see in fact 
the Senator from South Carolina did 
have the best plan. If it had been 
adopted at the time we would have 
avoided much of the debt now facing 
the country. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the distinguished 
Senator will yield, I really am grateful 
to him. The truth is, more than a bal-
anced budget, we need balanced Sen-
ators. The distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota is just that. He has that 
even temper in how he approached it, 
and therefore has been far more effec-
tive because I have been wailing and 
crying without effect for years. But I 
will continue on, trying my best, thank 
you very much.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator. 
And I can only say, I have been com-
pletely ineffective at stopping what I 
think is a rush to deficits and debt and, 
ultimately, decline. 

I believe it is profoundly wrong—pro-
foundly wrong—to run up these budget 
deficits. Unfortunately, the budget 
that the President of the United States 
sent to us and the budget that has 
come out of the committee will dra-
matically increase our budget deficits. 

As the Senator has indicated, we are 
going to have a deficit, if the Presi-
dent’s budget is adopted, of over $500 
billion this year and will never have a 
budget deficit below $400 billion any 
year for the rest of this decade under 
the budget the President sent us. 
Under the budget that has come out of 
the committee, we will never have a 
deficit under $300 billion. 

On this chart is the President’s budg-
et. One can see we have red ink as far 
as the eye can see, over $500 billion this 
year, over $400 billion in every year for 
the rest of this decade. 

Here is what happens to the gross 
Federal debt. The gross Federal debt is 
going to go from $6 trillion, in 2002, and 
is going to reach $12 trillion by the end 

of this budget period. That is the con-
sequence of the President’s budget. 

What I think should sober us all is 
that the cost of the President’s tax 
cuts explodes at exactly the time the 
cost to the Federal Government of the 
retirement of the baby boom genera-
tion explodes—deficits and debt. 

These are not my projections. These 
are official reports of the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the Presi-
dent’s own budget documents. 

Here is the President’s own budget 
document as shown right here. This is 
the long-term outlook if the Presi-
dent’s policies are adopted. It shows 
that we are in the sweet spot now. This 
is where we are now. And although 
these are record deficits, the biggest in 
dollar terms we have ever had, if we 
adopt his policies, it is going to get 
much worse because, as I indicated, the 
cost of his tax cuts explodes at the 
very time the cost of the retirement of 
the baby boom generation explodes. 

That is not a projection. We know 
baby boomers have been born. They are 
alive today. They are eligible for So-
cial Security and Medicare. There are 
going to be 77 million of them—about 
double the number we have eligible 
today. That is what we face as a con-
sequence of this budget. I think it will 
be a significant mistake. 

I want to, for a moment, discuss an 
amendment I will be offering for our 
colleagues to deal with the promise the 
Federal Government made on IDEA; 
that is, the Individuals With Disabil-
ities Act. We made a promise to local 
governments that the Federal Govern-
ment would fund 40 percent of the cost. 
It was a promise we have never kept. 
As a result, property taxes are higher 
in every jurisdiction of America. 

I will offer an amendment to keep 
the promise of IDEA, and to pay for it, 
and to pay for it by reducing the tax 
cuts that are part of this legislation. 

The legislation before us has $1.4 tril-
lion in tax cuts. The associated inter-
est costs another almost $300 billion. 
So the total cost of this tax cut, in this 
measure, is $1.7 trillion. The legislation 
I will offer to keep the promise on 
IDEA is a fraction of that, a small frac-
tion of that—around $70 billion over 
the next 10 years. 

The Federal Government made a 
promise, when the legislation was 
adopted, that we would fund 40 percent 
of the cost. My colleagues know that 
we are only doing about half as much 
as we promised. 

What does that mean? That means 
the local districts get stuck with the 
bill. That means pressure is put on 
local property taxes. In my own State, 
now the annual property tax is about 
2.5 percent of the value of the property. 
That is a very burdensome tax. In part, 
it is a result of our not keeping a prom-
ise and shoving the burden off on local 
school districts. That is not something 
we should do. If we make a commit-
ment, we ought to keep it. 

I am going to give our colleagues a 
chance to keep the promise that was 

made on IDEA, and to fund it out of 
the tax cut. We are still operating 
under an agreement in which we are 
discussing amendments but not send-
ing them to the desk at this point. We 
will do that at an appropriate time. 
But I wanted to alert my colleagues 
that I am going to offer an amendment 
on IDEA. I am going to offer it in a 
way that is paid for. I am going to offer 
it in a way that is not at the top end 
of the range, by any means. It is going 
to have a cost of between $70 and $80 
billion over 10 years. We will pay for it 
by reducing the $1.4 trillion tax cut. 

A budget is about choices. A budget 
is about priorities. I believe that ought 
to be a priority for this body and for 
this country. I believe we ought to 
keep the promise that was made to 
local school districts when the legisla-
tion was passed. I believe we ought to 
rejigger the priorities of the budget 
resolution that is before us, reduce the 
size of the tax cut, keep the promise of 
IDEA, and take pressure off local prop-
erty taxes because that is exactly 
where the burden is borne when the 
Federal Government does not keep its 
promise. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes off the resolution to the Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
share Senator CONRAD’s desire that we 
do more for IDEA. Under President 
Bush, we have done more than ever. We 
also need reform of IDEA. If we listen 
to our teachers, principals, and school 
people, they will tell us that the Fed-
eral laws are driving them crazy, un-
dermining their ability to discipline. 
We need some reform at the same time 
we put in some additional money. We 
have a chance to do that this year. 

What I want to express my concern 
about is this manufactured issue about 
the supplemental and that we cannot 
proceed with our budget without know-
ing what the supplemental is going to 
be. We have a budget law that says we 
have to have this done by April 15. We 
cannot sit around here and wait for-
ever. 

I would just like to remind everybody 
how we got here. 

Last fall, in this body and the 
House—we voted 77 to 23 in this Senate 
to authorize the President of the 
United States to use force, if he 
deemed fit, to protect the security of 
the United States. 

After great care and every option 
being pursued, the President has con-
cluded that we should use force. I am 
not aware that a single one of those 77 
Senators wishes to change their vote. 

I also note that at that time the 
Democrats controlled this body. And at 
that time, while we voted to authorize 
the President to act, we debated the 
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cost. We talked about the cost a great 
deal. People had all kinds of ideas 
about the cost. And when we voted to 
authorize him to act, we knew there 
would be a cost. 

We also knew our budget was not in 
balance and the effect of the war would 
be to exacerbate the debt that we had. 
Nobody had any doubt about that. No-
body has any doubt about that today. 

In the Armed Services Committee, of 
which I am a member, we voted to pro-
ceed with an authorization bill. We will 
have an authorization bill that sets our 
spending criteria for next year, with a 
limit that we pass here. We are going 
to have a nice increase in the baseline 
for defense next year, with far greater 
increases than ever occurred under 
President Clinton and the Democratic 
leadership here. Suggesting we are not 
doing enough for defense—we are hav-
ing a nice, solid, significant increase. I 
wish it could be more. In our cir-
cumstances, it is the best we can do. 

So we know we are going to fund the 
budget. We are going to fund this war. 
And we know how we are going to do it; 
and that is, by a supplemental. 

Now, for example, Turkey is still 
waffling around, to some degree, about 
whether or not we can come through 
there in pursuing this war.

There are a lot of uncertainties out 
there. It is not fair to expect that the 
President can walk in here today and 
give us an accurate total about how 
much this war is going to cost. We cer-
tainly ought not to fail to meet our 
April 15 deadline of passing a budget 
based on that objection. We are going 
to fund this war, and we should fund 
this war completely. We are going to 
do it by a supplemental. Everybody 
knows it. It is nothing more than a de-
laying tactic for them to claim that we 
should not proceed with the budget 
until the supplemental is done. 

In fact, who knows, we could have a 
supplemental even after the war is 
over, but we probably need it sooner so 
we can make sure our funding stream 
continues apace. 

Historically, we have never budgeted 
the cost of a war. The Congressional 
Research Service has done a report. 
They report:

Presidents have not requested and Con-
gress has not approved funding for wars in 
advance of the start of operations. Rather, 
administrations have requested funding after 
the operations have begun, and Congress has 
subsequently appropriated money to meet 
the specific documented budgetary require-
ments.

It goes on to say:
Congress has provided the executive 

branch with considerable flexibility in fi-
nancing military operations in advance of 
specific congressional action on appropria-
tions.

So this is just an excuse. This is just 
a political gimmick that we know is 
going on. We know this supplemental is 
going to be significant. We have known 
that from the very beginning. I don’t 
believe we ought to be deterred from 
completing our statutorily required 
duty, and that is to produce a budget 
waiting on this issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 

happy to yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, a little 
later this afternoon we will consider a 
resolution supporting the men and 
women in uniform waging the war with 
Iraq. Many Members will come and ex-
press their sentiments. It is appro-
priate, and this is the right moment to 
do it. When the first shot is fired, the 
political debate should start to take a 
back seat to our solidarity and com-
mitment to standing behind these men 
and women who have their lives on the 
line. We hope this conflict is short 
lived, that it is successful, and that 
they come home safe with their mis-
sion accomplished. Our thoughts and 
prayers are not only with them but 
with the innocent people of Iraq, many 
of whom have been victims of the ter-
rorism of Saddam Hussein and his re-
pressive regime. 

There is another part of this conflict 
that needs to be addressed. We will also 
stand with the President, with the ad-
ministration to provide the money that 
is necessary to wage the war. There is 
no doubt about that. This Congress will 
vote to give the men and women the re-
sources they need to come home safely 
and quickly. Of course, the question 
posed to us is, How will you pay for it? 

It is ironic that we are debating a 
budget resolution today that contains 
zero for the war in Iraq. I am sure 
many people are puzzled when they 
step back and reflect. We have known 
the troop buildup was expensive. We 
know the war itself is expensive, per-
haps the cost of occupation afterwards. 
Why don’t we budget for this? Why 
don’t we plan for it? Some have said: 
We don’t appropriate money for possi-
bilities. We appropriate money for real 
needs. 

This is a real need. We have to be 
honest. We have allies in this effort, 
primarily Great Britain, but there 
aren’t many countries, if any, coming 
forward with troops in the field or 
money to pay for the cost of this un-
dertaking. That is why I come today in 
support of an amendment which will be 
offered later by Senator RUSS FEIN-
GOLD of Wisconsin. It is an important 
amendment because basically what 
Senator FEINGOLD is saying is, over the 

next 10 years we will be setting aside 
$10 billion a year to pay for the cost of 
the war in Iraq; $100 billion is not an 
unreasonable pricetag. The lowest 
pricetag we have had for the war is 
about $26 billion, and the most expen-
sive is way beyond Senator FEINGOLD’s 
suggested amendment. 

I am not suggesting we won’t appro-
priate this money; we will. But we 
should at this point do not only the pa-
triotic thing but the responsible thing 
and set aside the money we will need to 
pay for the war. 

If we don’t, I can tell you what is 
going to happen. It is going to go into 
a tax cut proposed by the President for 
the wealthiest people in this country. 
What is more important, that we meet 
our obligation to our men and women 
in uniform not just with rhetoric but 
with a pledge of money to pay for the 
resources they need to win or that we 
provide a tax cut for the wealthiest 
people in America? That should not 
even be a choice at this moment. 

We have to remember we are spend-
ing about $700 million a month right 
now on the war on terrorism. I com-
mend the efforts of the Senator from 
Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, during the Clin-
ton administration to have the Defense 
Department budget for ongoing contin-
gencies such as the conflict in Bosnia 
and the no-fly zones in Iraq. These 
were ongoing conflicts with expected 
costs that were not budgeted, and the 
Senator from Alaska insisted on honest 
budgeting. That is what the Senator 
from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD, is in-
sisting today. 

The administration may send up a 
supplemental appropriation bill as 
early as next week. That really begs 
the question, Why does the White 
House refuse to send up estimates of 
the cost of the war this week and insist 
that we pass this budget resolution 
without one penny for the war in Iraq? 

To a lot of people who are watching 
the debate, this may seem like some 
procedural hassle over accounting 
techniques. It is more. If we don’t set 
aside the funds for the war in Iraq, 
those funds will come out of programs 
for education and health care and crit-
ical domestic needs. I will support the 
amendment by the Senator from Wis-
consin, but I hope all those who stand 
in solidarity with America’s troops in 
Iraq will also stand in solidarity when 
it comes to honest budgeting to pay for 
the cost of the war so that our men and 
women in uniform can be successful 
and come home safely and as quickly 
as possible. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from North Dakota.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, would 

the Senator mind if Senator 
BROWNBACK sent his amendment to the 
desk? He was ready to offer the amend-
ment last night and did not. He has al-
ready spoken on the amendment. We 
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agreed to allow Senator SCHUMER to 
send his amendment to the desk. Can 
we send his amendment to the desk? 

Mr. CONRAD. I would if we can get 
agreement to send Senator FEINGOLD’s 
amendment as well. 

Mr. NICKLES. I have not looked at 
it. Let me look at his amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Why don’t we do that, 
and if we can get agreement on that, 
we will be happy to agree to Senator 
BROWNBACK sending his amendment to 
the desk as well. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, Sen-
ator BROWNBACK has an amendment. I 
believe it is at the desk. I ask unani-
mous consent we set aside the pending 
amendment for consideration of the 
Brownback amendment, and following 
that, I ask consent to set aside the 
Brownback amendment to have the 
Feingold amendment be considered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object, what will that do to the se-
quence of votes? We would not want 
the Schumer amendment to lose its po-
sition; that we would vote on that prior 
to the Brownback amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. That is correct. There 
is also a Cochran amendment that will 
be offered as an alternative to the 
Schumer amendment. I would like to 
have that voted on adjacent to the 
Schumer amendment, but we have not 
sent that to the desk yet. The Schumer 
amendment is in the queue. This would 
put the Brownback amendment in the 
queue, and it would also put the Fein-
gold amendment in the queue. 

At some point, I will be asking con-
sent for Senator COCHRAN’s amend-
ment, and I will ask consent to have it 
considered adjacent to the Schumer 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Fair enough. 
Mr. NICKLES. For the time being, I 

am asking consent for the Brownback 
amendment to be considered and then 
the Feingold amendment. I understand 
from the Parliamentarian he has two 
amendments. I am not sure which one 
the Senator requested to be sent to the 
desk. 

Mr. CONRAD. It would be the amend-
ment which Senator FEINGOLD dis-
cussed, which is the amendment for a 
$100 billion war reserve fund so that 
the war is paid for and the resources 
are available in this budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 282 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the Brownback 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. 

BROWNBACK], for himself, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
SANTORUM, and Mr. CORNYN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 282.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

that a commission be established to review 
the efficiency of Federal agencies) 
On page 79, after line 22, add the following: 

SEC. 308. FEDERAL AGENCY REVIEW COMMIS-
SION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that a com-
mission should be established to review Fed-
eral domestic agencies, and programs within 
such agencies, with the express purpose of 
providing Congress with recommendations, 
and legislation to implement those rec-
ommendations, to realign or eliminate gov-
ernment agencies and programs that are du-
plicative, wasteful, inefficient, outdated, or 
irrelevant, or have failed to accomplish their 
intended purpose.

AMENDMENT NO. 270 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will now report the Feingold 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-

GOLD], for himself and Mr. CORZINE, proposes 
an amendment numbered 270.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: to set aside a reserve fund for pos-

sible military action and reconsturction in 
Iraq) 
(a) FEDERAL REVENUES.—
(1) On page 3, line 10, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(2) On page 3, line 11, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(3) On page 3, line 12, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(4) On page 3, line 13, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(5) On page 3, line 14, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(6) On page 3, line 15, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(7) On page 3, line 16, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(8) On page 3, line 17, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(9) On page 3, line 18, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; and 
(10) On page 3, line 19, increase the amount 

by $10 billion. 
(b) AMOUNTS BY WHICH REVENUES SHOULD 

BE CHANGED.—
(1) On page 4, line 1, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(2) On page 4, line 2, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(3) On page 4, line 3, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(4) On page 4, line 4, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(5) On page 4, line 5, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(6) On page 4, line 6, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(7) On page 4, line 7, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(8) On page 4, line 8, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; 
(9) On page 4, line 9, increase the amount 

by $10 billion; and 
(10) On page 4, line 10, increase the amount 

by $10 billion. 
(c) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—
(1) On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount 

by $181,000,000; 
(2) On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount 

by $713,000,000; 
(3) On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount 

by $1,329,000,000; 
(4) On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount 

by $1,973,000,000; 
(5) On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount 

by $2,627,000,000; 
(6) On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount 

by $3,320,000,000; 

(7) On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount 
by $4,052,000,000; 

(8) On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount 
by $4,816,000,000; 

(9) On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount 
by $5,619,000,000; and 

(10) On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount 
by $6,465,000,000. 

(d) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—
(1) On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount 

by $181,000,000; 
(2) On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount 

by $713,000,000; 
(3) On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount 

by $1,329,000,000; 
(4) On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount 

by $1,973,000,000; 
(5) On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount 

by $2,627,000,000; 
(6) On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount 

by $3,320,000,000; 
(7) On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount 

by $4,052,000,000; 
(8) On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount 

by $4,816,000,000; 
(9) On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount 

by $5,619,000,000; and 
(10) On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount 

by $6,465,000,000. 
(e) DEFICITS.—
(1) On page 5, line 18, increase the amount 

by $10,181,000,000; 
(2) On page 5, line 19, increase the amount 

by $10,713,000,000; 
(3) On page 5, line 20, increase the amount 

by $11,329,000,000;
(4) On page 5, line 21, increase the amount 

by $11,973,000,000; 
(5) On page 5, line 22, increase the amount 

by $12,627,000,000; 
(6) On page 5, line 23, increase the amount 

by $13,320,000,000; 
(7) On page 5, line 24, increase the amount 

by $14,052,000,000; 
(8) On page 5, line 25, increase the amount 

by $14,816,000,000; 
(9) On page 6, line 1, increase the amount 

by $15,619,000,000; and 
(10) On page 6, line 2, increase the amount 

by $16,465,000,000. 
(f) PUBLIC DEBT.—
(1) On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount 

by $10,181,000,000; 
(2) On page 6, line 7, decrease the amount 

by $20,894,000,000; 
(3) On page 6, line 8, decrease the amount 

by $32,223,000,000; 
(4) On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount 

by $44,196,000,000; 
(5) On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount 

by $56,823,000,000; 
(6) On page 6, line 11, decrease the amount 

by $70,143,000,000; 
(7) On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount 

by $84,195,000,000; 
(8) On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount 

by $99,011,000,000; 
(9) On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount 

by $114,630,000,000; and 
(10) On page 6, line 15, decrease the amount 

by $131,095,000,000. 
(g) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—
(1) On page 6, line 19, decrease the amount 

by $10,181,000,000; 
(2) On page 6, line 20, decrease the amount 

by $20,894,000,000; 
(3) On page 6, line 21, decrease the amount 

by $32,223,000,000; 
(4) On page 6, line 22, decrease the amount 

by $44,196,000,000; 
(5) On page 6, line 23, decrease the amount 

by $56,823,000,000; 
(6) On page 6, line 24, decrease the amount 

by $70,143,000,000; 
(7) On page 6, line 25, decrease the amount 

by $84,195,000,000; 
(8) On page 7, line 1, decrease the amount 

by $99,011,000,000; 
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(9) On page 7, line 2, decrease the amount 

by $114,630,000,000; and 
(10) On page 7, line 3, decrease the amount 

by $131,095,000,000. 
(h) NET INTEREST.—
(1) On page 40, line 6, decrease the amount 

by $181,000,000; 
(2) On page 40, line 7, decrease the amount 

by $181,000,000; 
(3) On page 40, line 10, decrease the amount 

by $713,000,000; 
(4) On page 40, line 11, decrease the amount 

by $713,000,000; 
(5) On page 40, line 14, decrease the amount 

by $1,329,000,000; 
(6) On page 40, line 15, decrease the amount 

by $1,329,000,000;
(7) On page 40, line 18, decrease the amount 

by $1,973,000,000; 
(8) On page 40, line 19, decrease the amount 

by $1,973,000,000; 
(9) On page 40, line 22, decrease the amount 

by $2,627,000,000; 
(10) On page 40, line 23, decrease the 

amount by $2,627,000,000; 
(11) On page 41, line 2, decrease the amount 

by $3,320,000,000; 
(12) On page 41, line 3, decrease the amount 

by $3,320,000,000; 
(13) On page 41, line 6, decrease the amount 

by $4,052,000,000; 
(14) On page 41, line 7, decrease the amount 

by $4,052,000,000; 
(15) On page 41, line 10, decrease the 

amount by $4,816,000,000; 
(16) On page 41, line 11, decrease the 

amount by $4,816,000,000; 
(17) On page 41, line 14, decrease the 

amount by $5,619,000,000; 
(18) On page 41, line 15, decrease the 

amount by $5,619,000,000; 
(19) On page 41, line 18, decrease the 

amount by $6,465,000,000; and 
(20) On page 41, line 19, decrease the 

amount by $6,465,000,000. 
(i) RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE.—On 

page 45, line 24, decrease the amount by $100 
billion. 

(j) RESERVE FUND.—At the appropriate 
place, insert the following: 
SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR POSSIBLE MILITARY 

ACTION AND RECONSTRUCTION IN 
IRAQ. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon the favorable re-
porting of legislation by the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate making discre-
tionary appropriations in excess of the levels 
assumed in this resolution for expenses for 
possible military action and reconstruction 
in Iraq in fiscal years 2003 through 2013, the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate may, 
in consultation with the Chairman and 
Ranking Member of the appropriate com-
mittee, revise the level of total new budget 
authority and outlays, the functional totals, 
allocations, discretionary spending limits, 
and levels of deficits and debt in this resolu-
tion by up to $100 billion in budget authority 
and outlays. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of allo-
cations and aggregates made pursuant to 
this resolution shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration; 

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that 
measure; and 

(3) be published in the Congressional 
Record as soon as practicable. 

(c) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND 
AGGREGATES.—Revised allocations and ag-
gregates resulting from these adjustments 
shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution. 

(d) BUDGET COMMITTEE DETERMINATIONS.—
For purposes of this resolution—

(1) the levels of new budget authority, out-
lays, direct spending, new entitlement au-

thority, revenues, deficits, and surpluses for 
a fiscal year or period of fiscal years shall be 
determined on the basis of estimates made 
by the Committee on the Budget of the Sen-
ate; and 

(2) the Chairman of that Committee may 
make any other necessary adjustments to 
such levels to carry out this resolution.

Mr. NICKLES. Parliamentary in-
quiry. How much time——

Mr. CONRAD. What was that last re-
quest, if I can inquire? I missed that 
last request. 

Mr. NICKLES. I am inquiring how 
much time I have left on the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. CONRAD. Before that. 
Mr. NICKLES. I asked that the read-

ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

Mr. CONRAD. Both have been dis-
pensed with? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both 
amendments are pending. 

Mr. NICKLES. We set aside the 
Brownback amendment, and now the 
Feingold amendment is the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I inquire of the Parlia-
mentarian, how much time do I have 
remaining on the resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
hours and 45 minutes. 

Mr. NICKLES. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time on the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is yielded back. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I think 
it is good we have a few more amend-
ments in the queue. I ask Senator 
NICKLES and the staff to review the 
other amendments and maybe we can 
get those lined up. We will improve the 
operations if we can get those lined up. 
I thank the chairman for his courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first, 
there has now been agreement on a res-
olution with respect to Iraq. At least 
we had a caucus and there is agreement 
on the wording of the resolution. I hope 
very much we get on with that some-
time soon. 

I personally think it is surrealistic to 
be talking about other issues and not 
talking about Iraq. I hope when we get 
on to the discussion of the war with 
Iraq, not for the purpose of delay, be-
cause we could dispense with that dis-
cussion hopefully throughout the day 
and perhaps tomorrow morning go 
back to the budget and complete the 
budget by early next week, which is 
long in advance of when we need to fin-
ish it, but to have our country at war 
and not be discussing that when the 
resolution has now been completed 
strikes many of us as incongruous. 

With that said, we are still on the 
budget. Let me go to the question of 
the amendment I have already an-
nounced I will send to the desk. 

The amendment I will be offering is 
on funding IDEA. We see that in 2002 
and 2003, we enacted $2.5 billion. Full 
funding for that period would be $24.4 
billion. When we say ‘‘full funding,’’ 
that is not really full funding. That is 

funding the commitment the Federal 
Government made to provide 40 percent 
of the cost of that legislation, a com-
mitment that we have never kept. As a 
result, we forced up local property 
taxes all across the country. 

The budget that has come before us 
in 2002 is far short of meeting the Fed-
eral commitment in 2003 and in 2004. 

The chairman of the committee has 
indicated they increased IDEA—and 
they did, that is absolutely correct—by 
$1 billion. That is a move in the right 
direction, and we applaud it. But we 
are still so far below what we promised 
when we passed the legislation. I say to 
my colleagues, when the Federal Gov-
ernment tells the States and all these 
local units all across the country, we 
are passing this legislation and as part 
of the bargain we will fund 40 percent 
of it—40 percent—and then we never 
come anywhere close, that is not a 
good way for the Federal Government 
to do business. That damages our credi-
bility and it also forces local jurisdic-
tions to raise local property taxes. 

The budget we have before us on edu-
cation is the smallest increase we have 
seen in 8 years. There are increases, ab-
solutely; that is true. There is an in-
crease. Our colleagues on the other side 
like to concentrate on those areas that 
have increases. They often do not say 
they have funded many of those in-
creases with corresponding cuts. The 
overall increase is $1.1 billion, and that 
is by far the lowest increase for edu-
cation in 8 years. 

My own strong belief is education is 
the priority. After defending the Na-
tion, which is our No. 1 priority—that 
is our No. 1 responsibility—I believe 
education is right at the head of the 
line. Maybe I believe that because I 
was raised by my grandparents. 

My grandmother was a school-
teacher, and my grandfather, who only 
had an eighth grade education, had 
profound respect for education. Cer-
tainly my grandmother did. She 
drummed it into all of our heads: If you 
want to make the most of your oppor-
tunity in life, get the best education 
you can. 

My grandparents were deadly serious 
about it. They were so serious. They 
were middle-income people, but they 
made sure they set aside funds to help 
every one of their grandchildren, 13 
grandchildren, get an advanced degree. 
Not just a college degree, but every 
single one an advanced degree because 
they saw education as the way to open 
the door to opportunity. That is what 
we ought to be doing with our edu-
cation funding. This budget doesn’t do 
it. This budget puts the priority, the 
overwhelming priority, on tax cuts. Of 
the money above baseline in this budg-
et, 74 percent is for tax cuts; 74 percent 
of the money above the baseline.

That is above the normal spending 
and the normal taxes. Seventy-four 
percent of the change above baseline is 
for tax cuts. That is the priority in this 
budget. I do not think that is the right 
priority. 
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I hope my colleagues will give seri-

ous consideration to this amendment. 
It costs $73 billion over 10 years, and it 
is paid for by reducing the $1.4 trillion 
tax cut by a like amount. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONRAD. I will yield to the Sen-

ator from Nevada. As I do, let me say 
how much I appreciate the partnership 
of the Senator from Nevada in this en-
deavor of working on a budget resolu-
tion. His patience and willingness to 
work with others to try to accomplish 
legislative results are legendary in the 
Chamber. We appreciate very much his 
hard work. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to 
speak while there is not a lot of activ-
ity on the Senate floor because it will 
become hectic. There are a few hours 
remaining on this resolution, and then 
we have the Iraq resolution, which will 
be forthcoming soon. 

I speak for the entire Democratic 
caucus about our ranking member on 
the Budget Committee. He is a very 
modest man. He and I came to the Sen-
ate together. His parents were killed in 
an automobile accident caused by a 
drunk driver. He was raised by his 
grandparents. His parents and his 
grandparents must be smiling broadly 
now to see the contribution he has 
made to our country. The biggest con-
tribution he has made is allowing the 
Democratic Senators with whom he 
has served to better understand the fis-
cal situation of this country at any 
given time. 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized as the person in the Senate 
who knows the numbers. He believes 
very strongly that deficit spending is 
bad, that the debt that was in exist-
ence when he came to the Senate had 
to be downsized, and working with the 
prior administration, that was accom-
plished. In fact, the debt was being paid 
down. These past months, he has also 
articulated so well how it is not good 
for the country to again have these 
huge deficits. 

So I again say on behalf of the entire 
Democratic caucus how much we all 
appreciate the work, the guidance, and 
the direction the Senator from North 
Dakota has given us. As a result of the 
education I have received from him 
about the financial matters of this 
country, I better understand what is 
going on in the economy of this coun-
try. I extend my appreciation to the 
Senator for that education. 

One of the areas I was totally naive 
about was the agricultural problems of 
this country. There are a number of 
Senators who come from agricultural 
States. I have learned to listen to and 
admire the direction I have received 
from other Senators on both sides of 
the aisle regarding agriculture, but no 
one has done more to educate me on 
issues relating to the American farmer 
than the Senator from North Dakota. 

I have received rewards in recent 
years for voting with American farm-
ers. In Nevada, we do not have a lot of 
agriculture. We produce quite a bit of 

alfalfa just simply because the growing 
season is so long. We grow a lot of on-
ions. We are the largest producer of 
white onions in the United States, but 
basically our agricultural output is 
very small. 

So for me to be part of the army to 
move forward to protect the family 
farm is something that I have learned 
from the Senator from North Dakota. 

For these and many others reasons, 
while there is a little bit of down time, 
I want to let the Senator know how 
much I appreciate his friendship and 
his leadership on the issues of fiscal 
constraint, the general economy of this 
Nation and the world, agriculture, and 
so many other things on which his 
great mind has been able to assist me 
in being able to be a better Senator.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada for his kind remarks. 

I will take this moment to alert our 
colleagues, who may be listening back 
in their offices, of the circumstance we 
face. The other side now has yielded 
back all of their time. We are down to 
some 5 hours—might I inquire of the 
Chair how much time we have on this 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
hours 9 minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. Five hours 9 minutes. I 
thank the Chair. So we have just over 
5 hours remaining. I alert my col-
leagues and their staffs that if they 
have amendments they want to offer, 
this is their chance. Time is going to 
run out, and then we will vote on the 
amendments that are pending at the 
time until we have disposed of all of 
those amendments. So if people want 
to have a chance to debate and discuss 
their amendments, time is running out. 
This is their chance. I urge my col-
leagues to take advantage of that op-
portunity. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, in these 
moments while we are asking col-
leagues to come to the floor to offer 
their amendments—and I understand a 
Senator is on his way to the floor—I 
also understand we may be turning to 
the resolution on Iraq at 2. Instead of 
having this time wasted, I thought I 
would review, from my perspective, 
what has happened to our budget con-
dition over the last several years, 
where we are headed, and why it 
alarms me so much. 

My colleagues will recall that 2 years 
ago we were told there were going to be 
$5.6 trillion of surpluses over the next 
decade. It was in that context that 
President Bush sent Congress a budget 
that had a $1.7 trillion or $1.8 trillion 
tax cut. He said at the time that he 

would only be taking 1 of every 4 sur-
plus dollars for tax reduction, and he 
said he would still be able to fund a 
strong buildup for national defense,
that he would be able to fund the prior-
ities of education and health care, that 
he would be able to have a maximum 
paydown of the national debt, in fact 
he would be able to virtually eliminate 
the national debt, and that he would 
also be able to protect the trust funds 
of Social Security and Medicare. 

Unfortunately, that proved to be 
overly optimistic. Many warned at that 
time that it was unwise to be betting 
on a 10-year forecast, that you cannot 
count on a 10-year forecast. You cannot 
bet the ranch on the revenue coming in 
as anticipated. 

We all know what has happened. 
With the tax cut implemented at the 
time, with the economic slowdown, 
with the attack on America, with the 
additional tax cuts proposed by the 
President because now he has proposed 
an additional $1.6 trillion of tax cuts, 
and with the associated interest costs, 
the total cost of those tax cuts would 
be $1.96 trillion. When that is put to-
gether, we are back in the deficit ditch 
and by over $2 trillion. 

Where did the money go? Over this 
period, most of it went to the tax cuts, 
both those that had been implemented 
and those proposed. The second biggest 
chunk of the money, 27 percent, went 
to additional spending as a result of 
the attack on the country. Virtually 
all of this has increased defense spend-
ing and additional homeland security 
spending. The next biggest chunk is 
revenue coming in below expectations 
not related to the tax cut—in other 
words, the total revenue below what we 
would have had without the tax cuts 
and without the overestimations of 
revenue. 

The revenue change is 64 percent, but 
only about two-thirds of that is from 
the tax cut. The other is from the mod-
els not predicting accurately what rev-
enue would be raised for various levels 
of economic activity. The smallest 
sliver, the smallest part, is the eco-
nomic downturn. 

Most alarming is the long-term out-
look. The long-term outlook, according 
to the President’s own analysis, from 
his analytical perspectives, page 43 of 
his budget document, shows what hap-
pens if we implement the President’s 
proposals for spending and tax cuts. 

What one sees should alarm every-
one. It shows these are the good times 
with respect to deficits. The deficits we 
are running now are record amounts. 
We have never had a budget deficit 
over $290 billion, even including Social 
Security, not over $370 billion. This 
year we will have a budget deficit of 
over $500 billion. 

This chart shows—and again it is 
from the President’s own analysis—the 
situation will get much worse as the 
baby boom generation starts to retire 
because they will put pressure, of 
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course, on Medicare and Social Secu-
rity, programs for which they are eligi-
ble, programs on which they are count-
ing, and we are going to have over 75 
million people who are in that baby 
boom generation. That will double the 
number of people eligible for those pro-
grams. 

Look what happens then. If we adopt 
the President’s policy, his tax cuts, and 
his spending policy, when the baby 
boom generation retires, according to 
the President’s own documents, the 
deficits absolutely explode. 

Is this a course we should be on? I 
don’t think so. This is a course for defi-
cits and debt that is utterly 
unsustainable. This is a course that I 
believe, and I predict today, will lead 
to dramatic cuts in Medicare, in Social 
Security, and in virtually every other 
part of the Government. 

I am the first to acknowledge there 
are items in the Government we should 
cut. There is waste in Government, 
there is fraud in Government, there is 
abuse in Government, no question 
about that. But we have been hunting 
waste, fraud, and abuse a long time, 
and we will need to continue that, and 
we will need to do a much better job of 
it because where we are headed is to-
tally unsustainable. 

If anyone doubts this will lead to 
massive cuts in Medicare and Social 
Security, look at the House budget res-
olution. It proposes $470 billion of cuts 
in mandatory programs. That is Medi-
care and that is Medicaid. It proposes 
another over $200 billion of cuts in do-
mestic discretionary programs that are 
not defense related. 

The course we are on is a disaster for 
this country, of mounting deficit, of 
mounting debt, right before the baby 
boom generation retires. And this is 
the sweet spot because right now the 
trust funds, especially the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, are generating billions 
of dollars. This year alone there are 
$160 billion of surplus and we are tak-
ing every dime of it under the Presi-
dent’s proposal and using it to pay for 
tax cuts and other expenses of Govern-
ment. 

Some people say that does not mat-
ter; the trust fund is still whole be-
cause it is being credited with the 
amount of money coming in. It is true, 
the trust fund is being credited. It is 
also true that the only way those 
pledges, those IOUs are going to be 
paid back, is if we have sufficient re-
sources to do so at the time those 
bonds come due. That depends on the 
size of the economy. That depends on 
the strength of the economy. That de-
pends on the economic growth we expe-
rience between now and then. This is 
something upon which many agree. 
That is a fundamental truth that our 
ability to redeem those obligations de-
pends on the size of the economy, de-
pends on how good a job we have done 
growing the economy in the interval. 

That goes to the question, How do we 
best secure economic growth? This is 
where we have a profound difference. 

Many on our side believe it is best done 
by providing a stimulus to the econ-
omy now, and the stimulus can be ei-
ther tax cuts or additional spending. 
Either one of them provides stimulus. 
There are many economic models that 
suggest spending is actually somewhat 
superior to a tax cut because all of the 
spending dollars go into the economy. 
When you do a tax cut, some of the dol-
lars go into the economy but some are 
saved. 

To the extent they are saved, that 
does not provide immediate stimulus. 

Our friends on the other side believe 
the most effective way is tax cuts, that 
tax cuts will encourage greater eco-
nomic activity. I say to them, on a fac-
tual basis, it is clear spending and tax 
cuts, either one, stimulate the econ-
omy. 

All of that has to be in a context. The 
context is, What is the long-term bal-
ance of revenues and expenditures? 
When you have an imbalance, when 
you are spending more than you are 
taking in, you run deficits. Deficits 
over time have a negative effect on the 
economy. Why? Because when you run 
budget deficits, the Federal Govern-
ment has to borrow money. When the 
Federal Government borrows money, it 
is in competition with the private sec-
tor for borrowing money and that puts 
upward pressure on interest rates, es-
pecially at a time of economic growth. 

We have looked at what the Presi-
dent calls a growth package. Not only 
have we looked at it but economists we 
respect have looked at it and they have 
concluded, and many of us have con-
cluded, it does not promote growth. It 
will actually inhibit growth. Why? Be-
cause the tax cuts are not paid for. 
They are not paid for by spending re-
ductions under the President’s plan. 
They are paid for by borrowing the 
money. That means increasing the def-
icit, increasing the debt. 

It is the dead weight of those deficits 
and debt that are harmful to economic 
growth. I say harmful, because to the 
extent you run budget deficits, that re-
duces the pool of societal savings, that 
reduces the pool of money available for 
investment, and you have to have in-
vestment to grow. 

Many believe the President’s plan is 
not a plan of economic growth, that it 
is a plan that will hurt economic 
growth because it will explode deficits 
and debt. That is not the only problem 
with the President’s plan. It will force 
choices in the future that will require 
deep cuts in Medicare, in Social Secu-
rity, in funding for education, in fund-
ing for law enforcement because there 
is no other possible outcome when, if 
you adopt the President’s plan, you run 
deficits of this magnitude. 

This is not Kent Conrad’s chart or 
the Democrats’ chart; this is the Presi-
dent’s chart. 

What he says is: If you adopt my 
policies, you never escape from deficit. 
And the deficits, once we get past this 
period when the trust funds of Social 
Security and Medicare are producing 

surpluses and those trust funds turn 
cash negative, which will happen in the 
next decade, the deficits will explode. 
The debt will explode and a future Con-
gress and a future President will then 
face truly difficult choices. 

I thank my colleagues for their pa-
tience in listening to this. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Ala-
bama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I no-
tice the two leaders are here. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
with respect to amendment No. 294, 
that the names be reversed and Sen-
ator GRAHAM of Florida appear first as 
the one proposing the amendment with 
Senator DORGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the Demo-

cratic leader and I have been in discus-
sion on a resolution in support of the 
President and the Armed Forces of the 
United States. We are now prepared to 
offer that resolution and allow the full 
Senate to express its support. 

As people have watched the course of 
today, we are all aware that there is a 
lot of activity going on in Iraq as we 
speak and we believe it is very impor-
tant that Members be given appro-
priate time to express that support and 
thus believe this resolution is a won-
derful way for us to send a signal, 
today, of that support. 

I know a number of Members will 
come to the floor to express that sup-
port over the next couple of hours. 
They will be making brief remarks. 
Over the course of the coming days, we 
will have ample opportunity to expand 
upon those remarks. Senators, clearly, 
will want to speak on the resolution, 
but I do want to encourage people to 
keep their remarks short so we can 
eventually get to the vote as early 
today as possible to express that sup-
port with the full support of the Sen-
ate. 

We have talked back and forth as to 
whether we need specific time limits, 
in terms of how much time to spend on 
this particular resolution. We have 
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agreed not to have strict time limits 
because we do want to give everybody 
that opportunity. But we have agreed 
we will have a vote on this resolution 
of support for our troops today. Again, 
it is imperative, I believe, that the 
Senate express its support today 
through this resolution. 

We will resume the budget resolution 
following the conclusion of the resolu-
tion of support. There are about 5 
hours, I believe, remaining on the 
budget resolution; therefore, we will 
finish that resolution this week and we 
will talk a little bit more back and 
forth in a few minutes about what our 
expectations are for later tonight and 
tomorrow. 

I know the managers on both sides of 
the aisle have encouraged Members to 
submit their amendments. I hope Sen-
ators are listening and working with 
the chairman and ranking member so 
we can have an orderly process. Al-
though we have all tried on both sides 
to avoid a vote-athon, there is going to 
be a vote-athon tomorrow. But we want 
to have an orderly process. To do that, 
we want to make sure we have those 
amendments this afternoon so we can 
go through and prioritize and then be 
able to plan for tomorrow. 

Before I formally call up the resolu-
tion, I yield to the Democratic leader 
for his comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
simply add that it is our hope we can 
have a vote at about the time that the 
votes have been called this afternoon. 
We have a cluster of votes on the budg-
et resolution that will be voted upon at 
around 4 o’clock. My hope would be 
that we could have a vote on this reso-
lution as we have those votes as well, 
providing an opportunity for Senators 
on both sides. I assume time will be 
controlled by Senators Warner and 
Levin or their designees and that we 
will alternate back and forth until that 
time. Senators, then, would have the 
opportunity to continue to express 
themselves after these votes, either on 
the resolution supporting our troops or 
in support of amendments that will be 
offered during the vote-athon begin-
ning tomorrow. 

I think this is as reasonable and as 
prudent a way possible with which to 
address the challenges that we face as 
we close out this week. We have 
worked in good faith on both sides in 
drafting a resolution that I hope will 
enjoy unanimous support within the 
Senate. I think it deserves that depth 
and breadth of support. I am proud to 
be a cosponsor. 

I think if we can accommodate the 
need to address the resolution, as the 
distinguished majority leader has sug-
gested, if everybody keeps their re-
marks relatively brief, we will have 
ample time as the days unfold to come 
back and express ourselves again. 

I hope to set the example. With that, 
I am going to yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. FRIST. I thank the Democratic 
leader because all of us know we are 
trying to accomplish a lot this week. 
We have been able to work together in 
an orderly way thus far this week. It 
will get increasingly hectic over the 
next 48 hours. We have an orderly proc-
ess which would mean the resolution 
will be introduced now. Over the next 
several hours we will have ample op-
portunity for people to make their ini-
tial remarks of support. We have a se-
ries of votes that begins at 4 o’clock 
today. As the distinguished Democratic 
leader said, our intention is to follow 
those votes with this vote on the reso-
lution for support. 

Following whenever that vote is—and 
again I encourage our colleagues to 
keep remarks short so we can get to 
that vote because that is the real sig-
nal that we send out from the Senate 
once we actually vote on that resolu-
tion—following that resolution we will 
come back to the budget and continue 
the excellent debate, focusing on var-
ious amendments today and tonight. 
We will be here late tonight. There has 
been time yielded back, from our side, 
to facilitate that process.

I think what we would like to do—it 
really depends on how the afternoon 
and night goes—is to begin the series of 
votes after all time is exhausted, which 
would be sometime late tomorrow 
morning. Again, I do not know exactly 
what the time would be like. And then 
it really depends on how many votes 
we have as part of the so-called vote-
arama. It is our intention to finish this 
budget this week. 

As I said this morning, if it is Thurs-
day, Friday, or Saturday, it is impor-
tant, we all believe, to complete this 
budget this week. 

That is a rough outline of how we 
would like to see things play over the 
next 48 hours. 

f 

COMMENDING THE PRESIDENT 
AND THE ARMED FORCES OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMER-
ICA 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, with that, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of 
the resolution which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 95) commending the 

President and the Armed Forces of the 
United States of America.

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will keep 
my opening remarks short, as well, to 
restate the support that the resolution 
addresses very directly, which is, sup-
port for the President of the United 
States as Commander in Chief, for our 
troops, for the military families, for 
the civilian families, in support of our 
military. 

The President has ordered the first 
salvos in Operation Iraqi Freedom. It 

was a moment that all of us had hoped 
to be able to avoid. We prayed for 
peace. We worked for peace. But the 
Iraqi regime chose a different destiny. 

Now our mission is clear: to use the 
full might of the American military to 
disarm Saddam Hussein and liberate 
the Iraqi people from his oppressive 
rule. 

American warships and planes have 
been employed to attack enemy targets 
throughout Iraq, and hundreds of thou-
sands of American troops are fighting 
their way across the Iraqi border. Our 
men and women in uniform are in 
harm’s way. They are engaged in battle 
as we speak. We all pray for their safe-
ty and for their success. 

I am confident of their victory, and I 
am confident it will come at the ear-
liest possible moment. Ours is the best 
equipped, the best trained military in 
the world. They know they have a job 
to do. They know how to do it, and 
they know how to do it with extraor-
dinary skill. And as they do, they have 
the full support of this body and the 
American people behind them. 

I also applaud the President of the 
United States, who has shown bold 
leadership and strong leadership and 
visionary leadership over the last sev-
eral months. Our prayers are with him. 
Through tremendous diplomacy, he has 
assembled more than 30 countries to 
join us in this cause. We are grateful 
for his leadership and the support of 
our allies. 

And to the families of our men and 
women in uniform, I know they are 
concerned about the safety of their 
loved ones. The President and Congress 
are concerned, too. We are doing all we 
can to ensure your loved ones return 
home as quickly and as safely as pos-
sible. America is grateful for your sac-
rifice. 

This war is justified by our own laws, 
by international laws, and by the laws 
of nature, which state all people are 
created equal and with a right to live 
in liberty. 

Let there be no mistake, we are de-
fending our own liberty. We have al-
ready seen what terrorists can do with 
the combined power of only three jet 
aircraft. We are now at war so we will 
not ever see what terrorists will do if 
supplied with weapons of mass destruc-
tion by Saddam Hussein. 

We also fight to liberate the Iraqi 
people. For those in Iraq who have suf-
fered daily terror from this oppressive 
tyrant, for those who have survived 
torture and imprisonment, for those 
who have watched family members die 
in agony from chemical weapons, their 
moment of freedom is near. 

For those who will defend this dying 
regime, the moment of reckoning has 
come. 

Mr. President, I welcome the strong 
bipartisan support that this resolution 
has and will receive. It is an honor to 
stand here side by side with my col-
league, the Democratic leader, to send 
a clear message to those brave Ameri-
cans who are risking their lives for us 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 02:48 Mar 21, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G20MR6.077 S20PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-19T15:38:33-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




